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this study inspiration left by the heroic
men and women of the past, to bind our-
selves in an undestructible unity through
understanding of one another, and by so
doing to form a united country that can
face with confidence the constantly arising
problems created by the new sclentific and
rapidly developing world. We are here to-
day because we want to rededicate ourselves
to the fundamental principles of liberty and
freedom. We are doing so in order that we
may show a devotion to the sound doctrines
of government that safely guided the des-
tinies of the Nation throughout its long and
glorious history.

Many of the problems with which we are
now confronted could easily be solved if only
the country had leadership of the type pro-
vided the people of the South by Robert E.
Lee during the tragic era that followed the
war, The people of that generation would
have frowned upon the faithless and perfidi-
ous promises so characteristic of some of
the leaders of the present generation., They
would have scorned men who promise one
thing today and do another tomorrow. They
would have looked with disdain upon the
wastrels and squanderers who are as care-
less with our rights as with our money, and
who swarm like locusts around our Nation's
Capital, and who consistently advocate
spending more each year until the country
is hanging on the clif or financial irre-
sponsibility.

If we could revive that spirit of patriotism,
of self-reliance, of self-denial which existed
during the days of the Civil War and the
years that followed, we could restore fiscal
sanity and sound government, and speedily
discharge the national debt.

What is it that we want to gain from the
Clvil War and the great men like Robert E.
Lee who participated in 1t? We want to gain
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freedom for ourselves and for our children
from the harsh restrictions of a central gov-
ernment which have been needlessly and
recklessly imposed. We need to galn self-
reliance and to indulge in the practice of
self-denial, the outstanding and inspiring
examples, which Lee gave to his followers in
the South during the terrible years of
reconstruction.

After the war, Lee was the uncrowned
leader of his people. He was disfranchised.
He held no office, no commission. His
strength lay in his character, his faith and
courage, the confidence of the South and
the hope for his people that still lingered in
his Christian heart. He consistently re-
fused offers of worldly gain and preferred
instead to share the miseries of his people.
Like the gentleman and patriot he was, he
clung to Virginia in her fallen fortunes.
The life he lived is worthy of emulation on
the part of us all.

In addition to the fact that he ranks
among the foremost soldiers of all ages and
all nations, he possessed remarkable private
virtues, His life taught the futility of vain
regret; that human virtue is superior to
human calamity.

He was the champion of reason rather
than passion. He pleaded for silence and
patience as the true antidote to excitement
and passion. He knew that hate could
thrive only on ignorance. If there was an
attempt to besmirch his name, he covered
it with a cloak of charity.

He exemplified in the highest degree the
virtues of modesty and simplicity and was
always sustained by the strength of his
religious faith.

Notoriety and applause were not only dis-
tasteful but even painful to him.

In every relation of life, he set the ex-
ample of a devoutly religious man. It has

6709

been said that “he was as devout as Stone-
wall Jackson, with an added note of sweet-
ness and light.”

No man in all American history has had
such a profound influence and control over
the hearts and minds of man as did Lee
during the harsh and trylng years of recon-
struction.

The illustrious historian, Dr. Freeman, in
the last chapter of the last volume of his
matchless “R. E. Lee,” describes the tour
Lee took through parts of the South in 1870
just before his passing. Throngs came out
at every point causing him embarrassment
over the profuse attention heaped upon him.
At one of such stops, a tall, 13-year-old boy
was seen to maneuver himself quietly
through the crowds until at last he gained
a place by the side of the great southern
chieftain where he could look into his noble
countenance. The name of that 13-year-old
boy was Woodrow Wilson.

In conclusion, if there is one incident in
the life of Robert E. Lee that should be
selected to serve as a message to the young
southerners and to succeeding generations
whose parents stood in hushed awe with
heads bowed at every hearthstone on that
bleak day in October 1870, when his blame-
less life ebbed out, it was one that occurred
on his last trip to northern Virginia, which
he loved so dearly. So great was the ad-
miration of the people for the southern
leader that he was almost deified. A young
mother handed her babe over to the arms of
the great general and asked him to bless
the child. He took the child before he re-
alized the nature of the request, and then
with some embarrassment, he returned it
to the mother’s arms with these words which
come ringing down to wus through the
centuries past: “Teach him to deny himself.
That is all.”
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D,, offered the following prayer:

Revelation 19: 6-7: The Lord God om-
nipotent reigneth; let us be glad and
rejoice, and give honor to Him.

O Thou whose divine sovereignty and
authority we cannot doubt or deny and
whose overtures and appeals of love we
cannot silence, grant that we may seek
Thy counsel and companionship as we
strive to grapple victoriously with the
hard facts and experiences of life.

May all the leaders and members of
the various branches of our Government
have that serene inner confidence and
courage which will guide them through
the bewildering confusion of our times
and make them equal to every emer-
gency.

Give them a clear perception of their
responsibilities and inspire them with
the devotion of our forefathers whose
character and conduct enshrined our
country’s noblest ideals and traditions.

Help us to cultivate a lofty conception
of the sanctity of Thy laws and cling
with increasing tenacity of faith to the
eternal truth that Thou reigneth and
righteousness shall prevail whatever may
be the posture and peril of the days in
which we are living.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

JOINT MEETING TO RECEIVE THE
PRESIDENT OF TUNISIA ON
THURSDAY, MAY 4

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order at any time on Thursday, May
4, 1961, for the Speaker to declare a
recess for the purpose of receiving in
joint meeting the President of Tunisia.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

THE LATE VERY REVEREND ROBERT
J. SLAVIN, OP.,, S.T.D.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the
death last Monday of the Very Reverend
Robert J. Slavin, O.P.,, S.T.D., president
of Providence College, Providence, R.I.,
takes from our midst a great priest, an
outstanding leader in the field of educa-
tion, and a dedicated American.

There are few persons anywhere in the
world who more clearly understood the

evil mind of the Communist, or the das-
tardly intent of this destructive world
conspiracy, than Father Slavin.

Father Slavin, or Father “Joe” as Mrs.
McCormack and I fondly called him, was
near and dear to us and considered by
us as an immediate member of our
family.

It was only last Wednesday, Thursday,
and Friday while attending meetings in
Washington of a committee discussing
problems concerning pending legislation
in the field of education, that he stayed
with Mrs. McCormack and myself.

In 1926, Father Slavin entered the
Order of Preachers, which is popularly
known as the Dominican Order, and was
ordained a priest in 1934.

A recognized authority on Thomistic
philosophy—sSt. Thomas of Aquinas, the
great philosopher of the Christian era—
Father Slavin was professor of philos-
ophy at Catholic University from 1936
to 1947.

In 1947 he was appointed as president
of Providence College, which position he
continuously occupied until his unex-
pected death last Monday.

A doctor of philosophy, master of
sacred theology, Father Slavin was the
recipient of many degrees and other
honors. He was universally respected by
persons of all creeds.

Father Slavin was truly a great priest,
possessing an understanding mind, who
broadened areas of agreement, and
lessened, thereby, areas of tension and
disagreement.
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Father Slavin was an outstanding edu-
cator, and a man whose human friend-
liness and sympathy endeared him to
millions. In his priestly service, Father
Slavin was an entirely dedicated man.
His magnificent intellectual attainments,
his thorough academic training, his
great physical energy, and the drive of
his moral force, were all channeled to
the service of the Catholic Church and
of his religious order, the Order of
Preachers—the Dominican.

The task to which Father Slavin was
assigned, the administration of Provi-
dence College, was one for which he
was eminently suited by his capacities
and turn of mind, and it was a task in
which he achieved great things. He has
built up the college, doubling the number
of students, doubling the size of the fac-
ulty, carrying through and expanding
an ambitious building program inherited
from his predecessor, and adopting far-
reaching measures for the improvement
of courses and educational methods in
the college.

His knowledge and experience in the
educational field has also been given
generously and effectively to the Nation,
through his participation in the work of
such bodies as the American Council on
Education, the Advisory Committee on
New Educational Media of the U.S. Of-
fice of Education, and the Advisory
Committee to the Surgeon General on
medical education.

Father Slavin was the author of sev-
eral important books, and the collabora-
tor in the writing of other books, par-
ticularly on philosophy of education. He
was one of the founders of the Thomist
magazine, as well as the pioneer in per-
fecting theology courses on the under-
graduate level.

Father Slavin was a member of a
number of educational associations, such
as the National Catholic Education As-
sociation, the American Association of
Colleges and Universities, the National
Catholic Philosophical Association, the
Conference on Science, Philosophy, and
Religion, serving on important commit-
tees of these associations.

The memory of this great priest, this
outstanding leader in the field of educa-
tion, this dedicated American, will al-
ways remain, in particular, in the minds
and hearts of his brother priests of the
Dominican Order, in the minds and
hearts of the students of Providence
College for all time, as well as in the
minds and hearts of countless of thou-
sands of his friends and admirers. His
influence for good will be felt, and his
memory blessed, for many years to come,
and by many who never had the privilege
of knowing him. I knew and loved the
man, and it is with deep grief that I
mourn his passing.

The sorrow of Mrs. McCormack and
myself in the death of Father Slavin is
second only, and very close second, to the
grief and sorrow of the loved ones he has
left behind.

To his dear father, his sisters, one of
whom is a Sister (nun) of the Catholic
Church, and his brother, Mrs. McCor-
mack and I extend our deep sympathy
in their great loss and sorrow.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr, PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 43]
Ashley Eearns Powell
Baring Kllburn Riley
Blitch Kluczynski Roberts
Boykin Knox Rogers, Colo
Bromwell Laird Shelley
Celler Miller, Smith, Miss
Davis, Tenn. George P. Teague, Tex
Hays Miller, N.Y,

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 404
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

AREA REDEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S. 1)
to establish an effective program to al-
leviate conditions of substantial and
persistent unemployment and underem-
ployment in certain economically dis-
tressed areas, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House may be read in
lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 256)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 1)
to establish an effective program to alleviate
conditions of substantial and persistent un-
employment and underemployment in cer-
tain economically distressed areas, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert
the following: “That this Act may be cited as
the ‘Area Redevelopment Act’.

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

“Sec. 2, The Congress declares that the
maintenance of the national economy at a
high level is vital to the best interests of
the United States, but that some of our
communities are suffering substantial and
persistent unemployment and underemploy-
ment; that such unemployment and under-
employment cause hardship to many in-
dividuals and their families and detract
from the national welfare by wasting vital
human resources; that to overcome this
problem the Federal Government, in coopera-
tion with the States, should help areas of
substantial and persistent unemployment
and underemployment to take effective steps
in planning and financing their economic re-
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development; that Federal assistance to com-
munities, industries, enterprises, and in-
dividuals in areas needing redevelopment
should enable such areas to achleve lasting
improvement and enhance the domestic
prosperity by the establishment of stable and
diversified local economies and improved lo-
cal living conditions; and that under the
provisions of this Act new employment op-
portunities should be created by developing
and expanding new and existing facilities
and resources rather than by merely trans-
ferring jobs from one area of the United
States to another.

“AREA REDEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATOR

‘“Sec. 3. There shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, an Area Redevelopment
Administrator in the Department of Com-
merce who shall receive compensation at a
rate equal to that received by Assistant Sec-
retaries of Commerce. The Administrator
shall perform such duties in the execution
of this Aet as the Secretary of Commerce
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Secretary’)
may assign.

“ADVISORY POLICY BOARD

"SEC. 4. (a) To advise the Secretary in the
performance of functions authorized by this
Act, there is created an Area Redevelopment
Advisory Policy Board (hereinafter referred
to as the ‘Board’), which shall consist of the
following members, all ex officio: the Secre-
tary as Chairman; the Secretaries of Ag-
riculture; Health, Education, and Welfare;
Interior; Labor; and Treasury; and the Ad-
ministrators of the Housing and Home Fi-
nance Agency and the Small Business Ad-
ministration. The Chairman may from time
to time invite the participation of officials of
other agencies of the executive branch in-
terested in the functions herein authorized.
Each member of the Board may designate an
officer of his agency to act for him as a
member of the Board with respect to any
matter there considered.

“(b) The BSecretary shall appoint a Na-
tional Public Advisory Committee on Area
Redevelopment which shall consist of
twenty-five members and shall be composed
of representatives of labor, management,
agriculture, State and local governments, and
the public in general. From the members
appointed to such Committee the Secretary
shall designate a Chairman. Such Commit-
tee, or any duly established subcommittee
thereof, shall from time to time make recom-
mendations to the Secretary relative to the
carrying out of his duties under this Act.
Such Committee shall hold not less than two
meetings during each calendar year.

“(e) The Secretary is authorized from
time to time to call together and confer with
any persons, including representatives of
labor, management, agriculture, and govern-
ment, who can assist in meeting the problems
of unemployment or underemployment in
the several areas designated by the Secre-
tary as redevelopment areas.

‘“REDEVELOPMENT AREAS

“8ec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall deslgnate
as ‘redevelopment areas’ those areas within
the United States in which he determines,
upon the basis of standards generally com-
parable with those set forth in paragraphs
(1) and (2), that there has existed substan-
tial and persistent unemployment for an ex-
tended period of time. There shall be in-
cluded among the areas so designated any
area—

(1) where the Secretary of Labor finds
that the rate of unemployment, excluding
unemployment due primarily to temporary
or seasonal factors, is currently 6 per centum
or more and has averaged at least 6 per
centum for the qualifying time periods speci-
fled in paragraph (2); and
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“(2) where the Secretary of Labor finds
that annual average rate of unemployment
has been at least—

“(A) 60 per centum above the national
average for three of the preceding four
calendar years, or

“(B) 75 per centum above the national
average for two of the preceding three
calendar years, or

“(C) 100 per centum above the national

average of one of the preceding two calendar
years,
The Secretary of Labor shall find the facts
and provide the data to be used by the Sec-
retary in making the determinations re-
quired by this subsection,

*(b) The Secretary shall also designate
as ‘redevelopment areas’ those areas (includ-
ing Indian reservations) within the United
Btates which do not meet the requirements
set forth in subsection (a) but which he
determines are among the highest in num-
bers and percentages of low-income families,
and in which there exists a condition of sub-
stantial and persistent unemployment or
underemployment. In making the desig-
nations under this subsection and before
extending any financial assistance as the re-
sult of designations under this subsection,
the Secretary shall, by regulation, prescribe
detailed standards upon which the designa-
tions under this subsection shall be based.
In the formulation of such standards the
Becretary shall consider, among other rele-
vant factors, the number of low-income farm
families in the various rural areas of the
United States, the proportion that such low-
income families are of the total farm familles
of each of such areas, the relationship of the
income levels of the families in each such
area to the general levels of income in the
United States, the extent to which ‘rural
development’ projects have previously been
located in any such area under programs
administered by the Department of Agri-
culture, the current and prospective employ-
ment opportunities in each such area, the
availability of manpower in each such area
for supplemental employment, the extent of
migration out of the area, and the propor-
tion of the population of each such area
which has been recelving public assistance
from the Federal Government or from the
State or States in which such area is located
or from any municipality therein. In mak-
ing the designations under this subsection,
the Becretary shall endeavor to distribute the
projects widely among the several States, so
far as is feasible and proper, in order that
actual experience with this program may be
had in as many States and in as many areas
and under as many different circumstances
as possible. In making these determinations
the Secretary shall be guided, but not con-
clusively governed, by pertinent studies
made, and information and data collected or
compiled, by (1) departments, agencles, and
instrumentalities of the Federal Government,
(2) State and local governments, (3) uni-
versities and land-grant colleges, and (4)
private organizations.

*(c) Upon the request of the Secretary,
the BSecretary of Labor, the BSecretary of
Agriculture, the Secretary of the Interior,
and such other heads of agencies as may be
appropriate are authorized to conduct such
special studies, obtain such information, and
compile and furnish to the Secretary such
data as the Secretary may deem necessary or
proper to enable him to make the determi-
nations provided for in subsection (b) of
this section. The Secretary shall reimburse
when appropriate, out of any funds appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this Act,
the foregoing officers for any expenditures
incurred by them under this section.

*“(d) As used in this Act, the term ‘rede-
velopment area’ refers to any area within the
United States which has been designated by
the Secretary as a redevelopment area.
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“LOANS AND PARTICIPATIONS

“Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
purchase evidences of indebtedness and to
make loans (which for purposes of this sec-
tion shall include participations in loans) to
aid in financing any project within a rede-
velopment area for the purchase or develop-
ment of land and facilities (including, in
cases of demonstrated need, machinery and
equipment) for industrial or commercial us-
age, including the construction of new
buildings, the rehabilitation of abandoned or
unoccupied buildings, and the alteration,
conversion, or enlargemenf of existing
buildings. Such financlal assistance shall
not be extended (1) for working capital, or
(2) to assist establishments relocating from
one area to another., The limitation set
forth in clause (2) shall not be construed to
prohibit assistance for the expansion of an
existing business entity through the estab-
lishment of a new branch, afiiliate, or sub-
sidiary of such entity if the Secretary finds
that the establishment of such branch, af-
filiate, or subsidiary will not result in an
increase in unemployment in the area of
original location or in any other area where
such entlty conducts business operations,
unless the Secretary has reason to believe
that such branch, affiliate, or subsidiary is
being established with the intention of clos-
ing down the operations of the existing busi-
ness entity in the area of its original loca-
tion or in any other area where it conducts
such operations.

“(b) Financial assistance under this sec-
tion shall be on such terms and conditions
as the Secretary determines, subject, how-
ever, to the following restrictions and limi-
tations:

“(1) The total amount of loans (includ-
ing purchased evidences of indebtedness)
outstanding at any one time under this sec-
tion (A) with respect to projects in rede-
velopment areas designated under section
5(a) shall not exceed $100,000,000 and (B)
with respect to projects in redevelopment
areas designated under section 5(b) shall
not exceed $100,000,000.

“(2) Such assistance shall be extended
only to applicants, both private and public
(including Indian tribes), which have been
approved for such assistance by an agency
or instrumentality of the State or political
subdivision thereof in which the project to
be financed is located, and which agency
or instrumentality is directly concerned with
problems of economic development in such
State or subdivision.

*“(3) The project for which finanecial as-
sistance is sought must be reasonably cal-
culated to provide more than a temporary
alleviation of unemployment or underem-
ployment within the redevelopment area
wherein it is, or will be, located.

“(4) No such assistance shall be extended
hereunder unless the financial assistance ap-
plied for is not otherwise available from
private lenders or other Federal agencles
on reasonable terms.

“(5) The Secretary shall not make any
loan without a participation unless he de-
termines that the loan cannot be made on
a participation basis.

“{6) No evidences of indebtedness shall
be purchased and no loans shall be made
unless it is determined that there is a rea-
sonable assurance of repayment.

“(7) Subject to section 12(5) of this Act,
no loan, including renewals or extension
thereof, may be made hereunder for a pe-
riod exceeding twenty-five years and no
evidences of indebtedness maturing more
than twenty-five years from date of purchase
may be purchased hereunder: Provided,
That the foregoing restrictions on maturities
shall not apply to securities or obligations
received by the Secretary as a claimant in
bankruptey or equitable reorganization or
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as a creditor in other proceedings attendant
upon insolvency of the obligor.

“{8) Loans made and evidences of in-
debtedness purchased wunder this section
shall bear interest at a rate equal to the rate
of interest pald by the Secretary on funds
obtained from the Secretary of the Tre
as provided in section 9(a) of this Act, plus
one-half of 1 per centum per annum to
cover administrative expenses and to pro-
vide for losses on loans made and evidences
of indebtedness purchased under this section.

*(9) Such assistance shall not exceed 65
per centum of the aggregate cost to the ap-
plicant (excluding all other Federal aid in
connection with the undertaking) of ac-
quiring or developing land and facilities
(including, in cases of demonstrated need,
machinery and equipment), and of con-
structing, altering, converting, rehabilitat-
ing, or enlarging the bullding or buildings of
the particular project, and shall, among
others, be on the condition that—

“(A) other funds are available In an
amount which, together with the assist-
ance provided hereunder, shall be sufficient
to pay such aggregate cost;

“(B) not less than 10 per centum of such
aggregate cost be supplied by the State or
any agency, Instrumentality, or political
subdivislon thereof, or by an Indian tribe
or a community or area organization which
is nongovernmental in character, as equity
capital or as a loan repayable only after the
Federal financial assistance extended under
this section has been repaid in full accord-
ing to the terms thereof and, if such a loan
is secured, its security shall be subordinate
and inferior to the lien or liens securing
such Federal financial assistance;

“{C) in extending financial assistance un-
der this section with respect to a redevelop-
ment area, the Secretary shall require that
not less than b per centum of the aggregate
cost of the project for which such assistance
is extended shall be supplied by nongovern-
mental sources as equity capital or as a loan
repayable only after the Federal financial
assistance extended under this section has
been repaid in full according to the terms
thereof and, if such a loan is secured, its
security shall be subordinate and inferior to
the lien or liens securing such Federal finan-
cial assistance; and

“{D) to the extent the BSecretary finds
such action necessary to encourage financial
participation in a particular project by other
lenders and investors, and except as other-
wise provided in subparagraphs (B) and (C),
any Federal financial assistance extended
under this section may be repayable only
after other loans made in connection with
such project have been repaid in full, and
the security, if any, for such Federal finan-
cial assistance may be subordinate and in-
ferior to the lien or llens securing other
loans made in connection with the same
project.

“(10) No such assistance shall be extended
unless there shall be submitted to and ap-
proved by the Secretary an overall program
for the economic development of the area
and a finding by the State, or any agency,
instrumentality, or local political subdi-
vision thereof, that the project for which fi~
nancial assistance is sought is consistent
with such program: Provided, That nothing
in this Act shall authorize financial assist-
ance for any project prohibited by laws of
the State or local political subdivision in
which the project would be located.

“LOANS FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES

“Sec. 7. (a) Upon the application of any
State, or political subdivision thereof, Indian
tribe, or private or public nonprofit organ-
ization or assoclation representing any re-
development area or part , the Sec-
retary is authorized to make loans to assist
in financing the purchase or development of
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land for public facility usage, and the con-
struction, rehabilitation, alteration, expan-
sion, or improvement of public facilities,
within a redevelopment area, if he finds
that—

“(1) the project for which financial as-
sistance is sought will tend to improve the
opportunities, in the redevelopment area
where such project is or will be located, for
the successful establishment or expansion
of industrial or commercial plants or faecili-
ties which will provide more than a tempo-
rary alleviation of unemployment or under-
employment in such area;

“(2) the funds requested for such project
are not otherwise available on reasonable
terms;

“(3) the amount of the loan plus the
amount of other available funds for such
project are adequate to insure the comple~
tion therof;

“(4) there is a reasonable expectation of
repayment; and

“(6) such area has an approved economic
development program as provided in section
6(b) (10) and the project for which financial
assistance 1s sought is consistent with such
program.

“(b) Subject to section 12(5), the ma-
turity date of any such loan shali be not
later than forty years after the date such
loan is made. Any such loan shall bear
interest at a rate equal to the rate of interest
pald by the Secretary on funds obtained
from the Secretary of the Treasury as pro-
vided in section 9(a) of this Act, plus one-
quarter of 1 per cenfum per annum.

“(e) The total amount of loans outstand-
ing at any one time under this section shall
not exceed £100,000,000.

“(d) No financial assistance shall be ex-
tended under this section with respect to
any public facility which would compete
with an existing privately owned public
utility rendering a service to the public at
rates or charges subject to regulation by a
State regulatory body, unless the State
regulatory body determines that in the area
to be reserved by the public facility for which
the financial assistance is to be extended
there is a need for an increase in such serv-
ice (taking into consideration reasonably
foreseeable future needs) which the existing
public utility is not able to meet through its
existing facilities or through an expansion
which it agrees to undertake.

“GRANTS FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES

“Sgc. 8. (a) Upon the application of any
State, or political subdivision thereof, Indian
tribe, or private or public nonprofit organiza-
tion or association representing any rede-
velopment area or part thereof, the Secretary
is authorized to make grants for land acquisi-
tion or development for public facility us-
age, and the construction, rehabilitation,
alteration, expansion, or improvement of
public facilities, within a redevelopment area,
if he finds that—

“(1) the project for which financial as-
sistance is sought will tend to improve the
opportunities, in the redevelopment area
where such project is or will be located, for
the successful establishment or expansion
of industrial or commercial plants or facili-
ties which will provide more than a tem-
porary alleviation of unemployment or
underemployment in such area;

“(2) the entity requesting the grant pro-
poses to contribute to the cost of the project
for which such grant is requested in propor-
tion to its ability so to contribute;

“{8) the project for which a grant is re-
quested will fulfill a pressing need of the
area, or part thereof, in which it is, or will
be, located, and there is little probability that
such project can be undertaken without

the assistance of a grant under this section;

and

“(4) the area for which a project is to be
undertaken has an approved economic de-
velopment program as provided in section

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

6(b) (10) and such project is consistent with
such program.

The amount of any grant under this section
for any such project shall not exceed the
difference between the funds which can be
practicably obtained from other sources (in-
cluding a loan under section 7 of this Act)
for such project, and the amount which is
necessary to insure the completion thereof.

“{b) The Secretary shall by regulation
provide for the supervision of projects with
respect to which grants are made under this
section so as to insure that Federal funds are
not wasted or dissipated.

“(c) No financial assistance shall be ex-
tended under this section with respect to
any public facility which would compete
with an existing privately owned public util-
ity rendering a service to the public at rates
or charges subject to regulation by a State
regulatory body, unless the State regulatory
body determines that in the area to be
served by the public facility for which the
financial assistance is to be extended there
is a meed for an increase in such service
(taking into consideration reasonably fore-
seeable future needs) which the existing
public utility is not able to meet through
its existing facilities or through an expan-
slon which it agrees to undertake.

“{d) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $75,000,000 for the
purpose of making grants under this section.

“AREA REDEVELOPMENT FUND

“Sec. 9. (a) To obtain funds for the pur-
pose of extending financial assistance under
sections 6 and 7, the Secretary may, with
the approval of the President, issue and have
outstanding at any one time notes and obli-
gations for purchase by the Secretary of the
Treasury in an amount not to exceed $300,-
000,000, Such notes or other obligations
shall be in such forms and denominations,
have such maturities, and be subject to such
terms and conditions as may be prescribed
by the Secretary with the approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury. Any such notes
or other obligations which are issued by the
Secretary to raise funds for financial assist-
ance under section 6 shall bear interest at
a rate determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury, but such rate shall not be greater
than the current average yields on out-
standing marketable obligations of the
United States of comparable maturities as
of the last day of the month preceding the
issuance of such notes or other obligations.
Any such notes or other obligations which
are issued by the Secretary to ralse funds
for financial assistance under section T shall
bear interest at a rate determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury which shall be
not more than the higher of (1) 24 per
centum per annum, or (2) the average an-
nual interest rate on all interest-bearing
obligations of the United States then form-
ing a part of the public debt as computed
at the end of the fiscal year next preceding
the issuance by the Secretary and adjusted
to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum.,
The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized
and directed to purchase any notes and other
obligations issued under this section and for
such purpose is authorized to use as a public
debt transaction the proceeds from the sale
of any securities issued under the Second
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur-
poses for which securities may be issued
under such Act are extended to include any
purchase of such notes and other obliga-
tions. The Secretary of the Treasury may
at any tlme sell any of the notes or other
obligations acquired by him under this sec-
tion. All redemptions, purchases, and sales
by the Secretary of the Treasury of such
notes or other obligations shall be treated
in every respect as public debt transactions
of the United States.

*(b) Funds obtained by the Secretary un-
der subsection (a) shall be deposited in an
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area redevelopment fund (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the ‘fund’), which is hereby
established in the Treasury of the United
States, and which shall be available to the
Becretary for the purpose of extending finan-
clal assistance under sections 6 and 7 and
for the payment of all obligations and ex-
penditures arising therefrom. Receipts aris-
ing from the programs of assistance under
sections 6 and 7 shall be credited to the fund.
Any moneys in the fund determined by the
Secretary to be in excess of current neegs
shall be paid into the Treasury as miscellane-
ous receipts.

“{¢) The fund shall contribute to the clvil
service retirement and disability fund a sum
as provided by section 4(a) of the Civil
Service Retirement Act (5 U.S.C. 22564(a)).
except that such sum shall be determined by
applying to the total basic salaries (as de-
fined in that Act) paid to employees per-
forming activities authorized under sections
6 and 7 of this Act and covered by that Act
the per centum rate determined annually
by the Civil Service Commission to be the
excess of the total normal cost per centum
rate of the eivil service retirement system
over the employee deduction rate specified
in such section 4(a). The fund shall also
pay into the Treasury as miscellaneous re-
ceipts that portion of the cost of adminis-
tration of the civil service retirement and
disability fund attributable to employees
performing activities authorized under sec-
tions 6 and 7 of this Act, as determined by
the Civil SBervice Commission.

“(d) In the performance of and with re-
spect to the functions, powers, and duties
vested in him by sections 6 and 7 of this Act,
the Secretary shall—

(1) prepare annually and submit a budg-
et program in accordance with the provi-
sions of sections 102, 103, and 104 of the
Government Corporation Control Act, as
amended; and

“(2) determine the character of and the
necessity for obligations and expenditures
and the manner in which they shall be in-
curred, allowed, and paid, subject to provi-
slons of law specifically applicable to Gov-
ernment corporations.

“INFORMATION

“8ec. 10. The Secretary shall aid redevelop-
ment areas and other areas by furnishing to
interested individuals, communities, indus-
tries, and enterprises within such areas any
assistance, technical information, market re-
search, or other forms of assistance, informa-
tion, or advice which are obtainable from the
various departments, agencles, and instru-
mentalities of the Federal Government and
which would be useful in alleviating or pre-
venting conditions of excessive unemploy-
ment or underemployment within such
areas. The Secretary shall furnish the pro-
curement divisions of the various depart-
ments, agencies, and other instrumentali-
ties of the Federal Government with a list
containing the names and addresses of
business firms which are located in rede-
velopment areas and which are desirous of
obtaining Government contracts for the fur-
nishing of supplies or services, and designat-
ing the supplies and services such firms are
engaged in providing.

“TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 11. In earrying out his duties under
this Act the Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide technical assistance which would be
useful in alleviating or preventing condi-
tions of excessive unemployment or under-
employment (1) to areas which he has desig-
nated as redevelopment areas under this
Act, and (2) to other areas which he finds
have substantial need for such assistance.
Such assistance shall include studies evalu-
ating the needs of, and developing poten-
tialities for, economic growth of such areas.
Such assistance may be provided by the
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Becretary through members of his staff or
through the employment of private individ-
uals, partnerships, firms, corporations, or
suitable institutions, under contracts en-
tered into for such purposes. Appropria-
tions are hereby authorized for the purposes
of this section in an amount not to exceed
$4,500,000 annually.

“POWERS OF SECRETARY

“Sgc. 12. In performing his duties under
this Act, the Secretary is authorized to—

“(1) adopt, alter, and use a seal, which
shall be judicially noticed;

“(2) hold such hearings, sit and act at
such times and places, and take such testi-
mony, as he may deem advisable;

“(3) request directly from any executive
department, bureau, agency, board, com-
mission, office, independent establishment,
or instrumentality information, suggestions,
estimates, and statistics needed to carry out
the purposes of this Act; and each depart-
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission,
office, establishment, or instrumentality is
authorized to furnish such information,
suggestions, estimates, and statistics directly
to the Secretary;

“(4) under regulations prescribed by him,
assign or sell at public or private sale, or
otherwise dispose of for cash or credit, in his
discretion and upon such terms and condi-
tions and for such consideration as he shall
determine to be reasonable, any evidence of
debt, contract, claim, personal property, or
security assigned to or held by him in con-
nection with loans made or evidences of in-
debtedness purchased under this Act, and
collector compromise all obligations as-
signed to or held by him in connection with
such loans or evidences of indebtedness un-
til such time as such obligations may be re-
ferred to the Attorney General for suit or
collection;

“(5) further extend the maturity of or
renew any loan made or evidence of in-
debtedness purchased wunder this Act,
beyond the periods stated in such loan or
evidence of indebtedness or in this Act, for
additional periods not to exceed ten years,
if such extension or renewal will aid in the
orderly liquidation of such loan or evidence
of indebtedness;

“(6) deal with, complete, renovate, im-
prove, modernize, insure, rent, or sell for
cash or credit, upon such terms and condi-
tions and for such consideration as he shall
determine to be reasonable, any real or
personal property conveyed to, or otherwise
acquired by, him in connection with loans
made or evidences of indebtedness pur-
chased under this Act;

“(7) pursue to final collection, by way of
compromise or other administrative action,
prior to reference to the Attorney General,
all claims against third parties assigned to
him in connection with loans made or evi-
dences of indebtedness purchased under this
Act. This shall include authority to obtain
deficiency judgments or otherwise in the
case of mortgages assigned to the Secretary.
Section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended (41 U.8.C. 5), shall not apply to
any contract of hazard insurance or to any
purchase or contract for services or supplies
on account of property obtained by the Sec-
retary as a result of loans made or evidences
of indebtedness purchased under this Act
if the premium therefor or the amount
thereof does not exceed $1,000. The power to
convey and to execufe, in the name of the
Secretary, deeds of conveyance, deeds of re-
lease, assignments and satisfactions of mort-
gages, and any other written instrument
relating to real or personal property or any
interest therein acquired by the Secretary
pursuant to the provisions of this Act may
be exercised by the Secretary or by any offi-
cer or agent appointed by him for that pur=-
pose without the execution of any express
delegation of power or power of attorney;
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“(8) acquire, in any lawful manner, any
property (real, personal, or mixed, tangible
or intangible), whenever deemed necessary
or appropriate to the conduct of the activ=-
ities authorized in sections 6 and 7 of this
Act;

“(9) in addition to any powers, functions,
privileges, and immunities otherwise vested
in him, take any and all actions, including
the procurement of the services of attorneys
by contract, determined by him to be neces-
sary or desirable in making, purchasing,
servicing, compromising, meodifying, liqui-
dating, or otherwise administratively dealing
with or realizing on loans made or evidences
of indebtedness purchased under this Act;

“(10) to such an extent as he finds neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act,
procure the temporary (not in excess of six
months) service of experts or consultants or
organizations thereof, including stenographic
reporting services, by contract or appoint-
ment, and in such cases such service shall
be without regard to the civil service and
classification laws, and, except in the case
of stenographic reporting services by organi-
zations, without regard to section 3709 of
the Revised Statutes (41 U.8.C. 5); any in-
dividual so employed may be compensated
at a rate not in excess of 875 per diem, and,
while such individual is away from his home
or regular place of business, he may be
allowed transportation and not to exceed
$15 per diem in lieu of subsistence and other
expenses;

“{11) sue and be sued in any court of
record of a State having general jurisdiction
or in any United States district court, and
Jurisdiction is conferred upon such district
court to determine such controversies with-
out regard to the amount in controversy;
but no attachment, injunction, garnishment,
or other similar process, mesne or final, shall
be issued agailnst the Secretary or his prop-
erty. Nothing herein shall be construed to
except the activities under this Act from the
application of sectlons 507(b) and 2679 of
title 28, United States Code, and of section
367 of the Revised Statutes (5 U.8.C. 316);
and

“(12) establish such rules, regulations,
and procedures as he may deem appropriate
in carrying out the provisions of this Act.

“TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR FURTHER
ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 13. Whenever the Secretary shall de-
termine that employment conditions within
any area previously designated by him as a
redevelopment area have changed to such an
extent that such area is no longer eligible
for such designation under section 5 of this
Act, no further assistance shall be granted
under this Act with respect to such area and,
for the purposes of this Act, such area shall
not be considered a redevelopment area:
Provided, That nothing contained herein
shall (1) prevent any such area from again
being designated a redevelopment area under
section 5 of this Act if the Secretary deter-
mines it to be eligible under such section, or
(2) affect the validity of any contracts or
undertakings with respect to such area
which were entered into pursuant to this
Act prior to a determination by the Secre=
tary that such area no longer qualifies as a
redevelopment area. The BSecretary shall
keep the departments and agencles of the
Federal Government, and interested State
or local agencies, advised at all times of any
changes made hereunder with respect to the
designation of any area.

““URBAN RENEWAL
“SECc. 14. Title I of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
“ ‘REDEVELOPMENT AREAS UNDER THE AREA RE-
DEVELOPMENT ACT
“‘Sgc. 113. (a) Whenever the Secretary of
Commerce certifies to the Administrator (1)
that any county, city, or other municipality
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(in this section referred to as a “munieipal-
ity") is situated in an area designated under
section 5 of the Area Redevelopment Act as
a redevelopment area, and (2) that there is
a reasonable probability that with assistance
provided under such Act and other under-
takings the area will be able to achieve more
than temporary improvement in its economy,
the Administrator is authorized to provide
financial assistance to a local public agency
in any such municipality under this title
and the provisions of this section,

“*(b) Subject to the provisions of subsec-
tion (e) of this section, the Administrator
may provide such financial assistance under
this section without regard to the require-
ment or limitations of section 110(c) that
the project area be predominantly residen-
tial in character or be redeveloped for pre-
dominantly residential uses under the urban
renewal plan, and without regard to any of
the limitations of that section on the under-
taking of projects for predominantly nonresi-
dential uses.

*“*(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title, a contract for financial assist-
ance under this section may include pro-
visions permitting the disposition of any
land in the project area designated under

the urban renewal plan for industrial or

commercial uses to any public agency or
nonprofit corporation for subsequent dis-
position as promptly as practicable by such
public agency or corporation for the re-
development of the land in accordance with
the urban renewal plan: Provided, That any
disposition of such land to such public
agency or corporation under this section
shall be made at its fair value for uses in
accordance with the urban renewal plan:
And provided further, That only the pur-
ch from or 1 of such public agency
or corporation, and their assignees, shall be
required to assume the obligations relating
to the commencement of improvements im-
posed under section 105(b) hereof.

“‘(d) Following the execution of any con-
tract for financial assistance under this sec-
tlon with respect to any project, the Ad-
ministrator may exercise the authority
vested in him under this section as well as
other provisions of this title for the com-
pletion of such projects, notwithstanding
any determination made after the execu-
tion of such contract that the area in
which the project is located is no longer a
redevelopment area under the Area Redevel-
opment Act.

“‘(e) Not more than 10 per centum of the
funds authorized for capital grants under
section 103 after the date of the enactment
of the Area Redevelopment Act shall be used
for the purpose of providing financial assist-
ance under this section. Amounts used for
such purpose shall not be taken into account
for the purpose of the limitation contained
in the second proviso of the fifth sentence
of section 110(¢c).”

“UBRAN PLANNING GRANTS

“Sec, 15. (a) Paragraph (8) of section
701(a) of the Housing Act of 1954 is
amended by inserting after ‘counties which’
the following: ‘(A) are situated in areas des-
ignated by the Secretary of Commerce un-
der section 5(a) of the Area Redevelopment
Act as redevelopment areas or (B)'.

“(b) BSection T0l(b) of such Act is
amended by adding before the period at the
end of the first sentence a colon and the
following: ‘Provided, That a grant may be
made under this section to a city, munici-
pality, or county described in clause (A) of
subsection (a)(3), or to a State planning
agency (as provided in clause (C) of sub-
section (a)(1)) for the provislon of plan-
ning assistance to such a city, municipality,
or county, for not more than 756 per centum
of such estimated cost’.

“OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING

“Sec. 16. (a) The Secretary of Labor is
authorized, upon request and whenever he

o
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determines such studies are needed, to un-
dertake, or to provide assistance to others
for, studies of the size, characteristics, skills,
adaptability, occupational potentialities, and
related aspects of the labor force of any
redevelopment area.

“{b) When a redevelopment area has an
approved economic development program as
provided in section 6(b) (10), the Secretary
of Labor, in consultation with the Secretary
and the Secretary of Agriculture, shall deter-
mine the occupational training or retraining
needs of unemployed and underemployed in-
dividuals residing in the redevelopment area.
The Secretary of Labor shall notify the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare of
the occupational tralning or retraining re-
quirements of the area, and shall provide
for the orderly selection and referral of those
unemployed or underemployed indlviduals
residing in the area who can reasonably be
expected to obtain employment as a result
of the skill they will acquire in the training
which is to be made avallable. The Secre-
tary of Labor shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare and
with existing State and local agencles and
officials in charge of existing programs relat-
ing to vocational training and retraining for
the purpose of assuring that the facilities

“and services of such agencies are made fully

available to such individuals.

“(c) Whenever the Secretary of Labor
finds that additional facilities or services are
needed in the area to meet the occupational
training or retraining needs of such in-
dividuals, he shall so advise the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall
provide assistance, including financial assist-
ance when necessary, to the appropriate
State vocational educational agency in the
provision of such additional facilities or serv-
ices. If the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare finds that the State vocational
educational agency is unable to provide the
facilities and services needed, he may, after
consultation with such agency, provide for
the same by agreement or contract with puh-
lic or private educational institutions.

“(d) The Becretary of Labor shall arrange
to provide any necessary assistance for set-
ting up apprenticeships, and to promote
Jjourneyman and other on-the-job training.

“(e) There are hereby authorized to he
appropriated such sums, not in excess of
$4,500,000 annually, as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this section.

“(f) In providing assistance under this
section with respect to unemployed and
underemployed individuals residing in re-
development areas, the Secretary of Labor
and the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare shall give consideration to the spe-
cial needs of individuals who are agricultural
workers or are engaged in other seasonal
occupations and who require occupational
training in order to qualify them to engage
in supplementary employment during the
off season and during other periods of re-
duced actlvity in the field of their regular
or primary occupations.

“RETRAINING SUBSISTENCE PAYMENTS

“See. 17. (a) The Secretary of Labor in
consultation with the Secretary and the
Secretary of Agriculture may, on behalf of
the United States, enter into agreements
with States in which redevelopment areas
are located, under which the Secretary of
Labor shall make payments to such States
either in advance or by way of relmburse-
ment for the purpose of enabling such
States, as agents of the United States, to
make weekly retraining payments to unem-
ployed or underemployed individuals resid-
ing within such redevelopment areas who
are certified by the Secretary of Labor to be
undergoing occupational training or retrain-
ing under section 16 of this Act. Such pay-
ments shall be made only for the period the
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individual is receiving occlipational training
or retraining under section 16 of this Act,
but not in any event to exceed sixteen weeks,
and the amount of any such payment for
any week shall be equal to the amount of
the average weekly unemployment compen-
sation payment (including allowances for
dependents when appropriate) payable for
a week of total unemployment in the State
making such payments.

“{b) No weekly retraining payment shall
be made to any person otherwise eligible
who, with respect to the week for which such
payment would be made, has received or is
seeking unemployment compensation under
title XV of the Social Security Act or any
other Federal or any State unemployment
compensation law, but if the appropriate
State or Federal agency finally determines
that a person denied benefits for any week
because of this subsection was not entitled
to unemployment compensation under title
XV of the Social Security Act or such Federal
or State law with respect to such week, this
subsection shall not apply with respect to
such week.

“{e) Any agreement under this section
may contain provisions (including, so far
as may be appropriate, provisions authorized
or made applicable with respect to agree-
ments concluded by the Secretary of Labor
pursuant to title XV of the Social Security
Act) as will promote effective administra-
tion, protect the United States against loss,
and insure the proper application of pay-
ments made to the State under such agree-
ment. Except as may be provided in such
agreements, or in the rules and regulations
prescribed pursuant to subsection (d) of
this section, determinations by any duly
designated officer or agency as to the eligi-
bility of Individuals for weekly retraining
payments under this section shall be final
and conclusive for any purposes and not sub-
Jjeet to review by any court or any other
officer.

“(d) The Secretary of Labor and the Sec-
retary shall jointly prescribe such rules and
regulations as they may deem necessary to
carry out the provisions of this section.

“(e) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums, not in excess of $10,-
000,000 annually, as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this section.

“PENALTIES

“SEec, 18. (a) Whoever makes any state-
ment knowing it to be false, or whoever will-
fully overvalues any security, for the purpose
of obtaining for himself or for any applicant
any financial asslstance under section 6, 7.
or 8, or any extension thereof by renewal,
deferment of action, or otherwise, or the
acceptance, release, or substitution of se-
curity therefor, or for the purpose of in-
fluencing in any way the action of the Secre-
tary, or for the purpose of obtaining money,
property, or anything of value, under this
Act, shall be punished by a fine of not more
than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not
more than five years, or both.

“(b) Whoever, being connected in any ca-
pacity with the Secretary, in the administra-
tion of this Aet (1) embezzles, abstracts,
purloins, or willfully misapplies any moneys,
funds, securities, or. other things of value,
whether belonging to him or pledged or
otherwise entrusted to him, or (2) with
intent to defraud the Secretary or any other
body politic or corporate, or any individual,
or to deceive any officer, auditor, or exam-
iner, makes any false entry in any book, re-
port, or statement of or to the Secretary,
or without being duly authorized draws any
order or lssues, puts forth, or assigns any
note, debenture, bond, or other obligation,
or draft, bill of exchange, mortgage, judg-
ment, or decree thereof, or (3) with intent
to defraud participates or shares in or re-
ceives directly or indirectly any money,
profit, property, or benefit through any
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transaction, loan, grant, commission, con-
tract, or any other act of the Secretary, or
(4) gives any unauthorized information con-
cerning any future action or plan of the
Secretary which might affect the value of
securities, or having such knowledge invests
or speculates, directly or indirectly, in the
securities or property of any company or
corporation receiving loans, grants, or other
assistance from the Secretary, shall be pun-
ished by a fine of not more than $10,000 or
by imprisonment for not more than five
years, or both.

“EMPLOYMENT OF EXPEDITERS AND ADMINIS-
TRATIVE EMPLOYEES

“Sec. 19. No financial assistance shall be
extended by the Secretary under section 6,
7, or 8 to any business enterprise unless the
owners, partners, or officers of such business
enterprise (1) certify to the Secretary the
names of any attorneys, agents, and other
persons engaged by or on behalf of such
business enterprise for the purpose of ex-
pediting applications made to the Secretary
for assistance of any sort, under this Act,
and the fees paid or to be paid to any such
person; and (2) execute an agreement bind-
ing such business enterprise, for a period of
two years after such assistance is rendered
by the Secretary to such business enterprise,
to refrain from employing, tendering any of-
fice or employment to, or retaining for pro-
fessional services, any person who, on the
date such assistance or any part thereof was
rendered, or within one year prior thereto,
shall have served as an officer, attorney,
agent, or employee, oceupying a position or
engaging in activities which the Secretary
shall have determined involve discretion
with respect to the granting of assistance
under this Act.

“RECORD OF APPLICATIONS

“Sec. 20. The Secretary shall maintain as
a permanent part of the records of the De-
partment of Commerce a list of applications
approved for financial assistance under sec~
tion 6, 7, or 8, which shall be kept available
for public inspection during the regular
business hours of the Department of Com-
merce. The following information shall be
posted in such list as soon as each applica-
tion is approved: (1) the name of the ap-
plicant and, in the case of corporate
applications, the names of the officers and
directors thereof, (2) the amount and dura-
tion of the loan or grant for which applica-
tion is made, (3) the purposes for which the
proceeds of the loan or grant are to be used,
and (4) a general description of the security
offered in the case of a loan.

“PREVAILING RATE OF WAGE AND FORTY-HOUR
WEEK

*“Sec, 21. All laborers and mechanics em-
ployed by contractors or subcontractors on
projects assisted by the Secretary under this
Act and undertaken by public applicants
shall be pald wages at rates not less than
those prevailing on similar construction in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 U.8.C. 276a—276a~-5), and
every such employee shall receive compen-
sation at a rate not less than one and one-
half times his basic rate of pay for all hours
worked in any workweek in excess of eight
hours in any workday or forty hours in the
workweek, as the case may be. The Secre-
tary shall not extend any financial assistance
under sectlon 6, 7, or 8 for such a project
without first obtaining adequate assurance
that these labor standards will be main-
tained upon the construction work. The
Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect
to the labor standards specified in this pro-
vision, the authority and functions set forth
in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950
(15 P.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267; 56 U.S.C. 1332
15), and section 2 of the Act of June 13,
1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276¢c).
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“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec., 22. The Secretary shall make a com-
prehensive and detailed annual report to
the Congress of his operations under this
Act for each fiscal year beginning with the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, Such re-
port shall be printed and shall be trans-
mitted to the Congress not later than Jan-
uary 3 of the year following the fiscal year
with respect to which such report is made.
Such report shall show, among other things,
(1) the number and size of Government
contracts for the furnishing of supplies and
services placed with business enterprises
located in redevelopment areas, and (2) the
amount and duration of employment re-
sulting from such contracts. Upon the re-
quest of the Secretary, the various de-
partments and agencies of the Government
engaged in the procurement of supplies and
services shall furnish to the Secretary such
information as may be necessary for the
purposes of this section.

“APPROPRIATION

“Sgc. 23. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

“USE OF OTHER FACILITIES

“Sec. 24. (a) To the fullest extent prac-
ticable in carrying out the provisions of this
Act the Secretary shall use the available
services and facilities of other agencies and
instrumentalities of the Federal Govern-
ment, but only with their consent and on a
relmbursable basis. The foregoing require-
ment shall be implemented by the SBecretary
in such a manner as to avoid the duplication
of existing staffs and facilities in any agency
or instrumentality of the Federal Govern-
ment. The Secretary is authorized to dele-
gate to the heads of other departments and
agencies of the Federal Government any of
the Secretary's functions, powers, and du-
ties under this Act as he may deem appro-
priate, and to authorize the redelegation of
such functions, powers, and duties by the
heads of such departments and agencies.

“(b) Departments and agencies of the
Pederal Government shall exercise their pow-
ers, duties, and functions in such manner
as will assist in carrying out the objectives
of this Act. This Act shall be supplemental
to any existing authority, and nothing here-
in shall be deemed to be restrictive of any
existing powers, duties, and functions of
any other department or agency of the Fed-
eral Government.

“(e¢) Funds authorized to be appropriated
under this Act may be transferred, with the
approval of the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, between departments and agen-
cies of the Government, if such funds are
used for the purposes for which they are
specifically authorized and appropriated.

“(d) Subject to the standards and proce-
dures prescribed by section 505 of the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended, the head of
any agency, for the performance of func-
tions under this Act, including functions
delegated pursuant to subsectlion (a), may
place positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the
General Schedule established by such Act,
and such positions shall be in addition to
the number of such positions authorized by
section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended, to be placed in such grades:
Provided, That not to exceed a total of five
such positions may be placed in such grades
under this subsection, to be apportioned
among the agencies by the Secretary, with
the approval of the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget.

“RECORDS AND AUDIT

“Sec. 26. (a) Each recipient of assistance
under section 6, 7, or 8 of this Act shall keep
such records as the Secretary shall prescribe,
including records which fully disclose the
amount and the disposition by such recip=-
ient of the proceeds of such assistance, the
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total cost of the project or undertaking in
connection with which such assistance is
given or used, and the amount and nature
of that portion of the costs of the project or
undertaking supplied by other sources, and
such other records as will facilitate an ef-
fective audit.

“(b) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of their
duly authorized representatives, shall have
access for the purpose of audit and exami-
nation to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the reciplent that are pertinent
to assistance received under section 6, 7,
or 8 of this Act.

“LOANS TO LOCAL DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES
“Sgc. 26. Section 502 of the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 is amended by
striking out paragraph (6).
“RESEARCH

“Sec. 27. To assist in the long-range ac-
complishment of the purposes of this Act,
the Secretary, In cooperation with other
agencles having similar functions, shall es-
tablish and conduct a continuing program
of study and research designed to assist in
determining the causes of unemployment,
underemployment, underdevelopment, and
chronic depression in the various areas of
the Nation and in the formulation and im-
plementation of national, State, and local
programs which will raise income levels and
otherwise produce solutions of the problems
resulting from these conditions. The Sec-
retary shall include in his annual report
under section 22 a detailed statement con-
cerning the study and research conducted
under this section together with his findings
resulting therefrom and his recommenda-
tions for legislative and other action.

“APPLICATION OF ACT

“Sgc, 28. As used in this Act, the terms
‘State’, ‘States’, and ‘United States' include
the several States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa.

“TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY

“Sec, 29. (a) This Act and all authority
conferred thereunder shall terminate at the
close of June 30, 1966,

“(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing, effec-
tive on July 1, 1965, those assets, funds, con-
tracts, loans, llabilities, commitments, au-
thorizations, allocations, and records of the
Secretary under this Act which the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine
are necessary to the liquldation of the affairs
and functions conducted under this Act, are
transferred to the Secretary of the Treasury
for purposes of liquidation,

“(c) The termination of this Act shall not
affect the disbursement of funds under, or
the carrying out of, any contract, commit-
ment, or other obligation entered into pur-
suant to this Act prior to the date of such
termination, or the taking of any action
necessary to preserve or protect the interests
of the United States in any amounts ad-
vanced or paid out in carrying on operations
under this Aet.”

And the House agree to the same.

BRENT SPENCE,
WRIGHT PATMAN,
ALBERT RAINS,
ApraHAM J, MULTER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Paur H. DOUGLAS,
JosSEPH S. CLARK,
WirLrraMm PROXMIRE,
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS,
EpMUND 5. MUSKIE,
HOMER CAPEHART,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
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the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 1) to establish an effec-
tive program to alleviate conditions of sub-
stantial and persistent unemployment and
underemployment in certain economically
distressed areas, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the conferees and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The House amendment struck out all of
the Senate bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute amendment. The
conferees have agreed to a substitute for
both the Senate bill and the House amend-
ment. The House amendment made 26 sub-
stantive changes in the Senate bill. In
agreeing upon a substitute, the Senate con-
ferees accepted 14 of these changes, while
the House conferees receded on 8; compro-
mises were reached in the other 4 cases.
Except for clarifying, clerical, and technical
changes, the differences between the House
amendment and the substitute agreed to in
conference are explained below.

“ANTIPIRATING" PROVISIONS

Both the Senate bill and the House amend-
ment contained provisions in section 2
(statement of policy) and section 6 (au-
thority for plant loans) barring assistance
for industries relocating from one area to
another. In section 2, the conference sub-
stitute provides that “under the provisions
of this act new employment opportunities
should be created by developing and expand-
ing new and existing facilities and resources
rather than by merely transferring jobs from
one area of the United States to another.”
This follows the language of the House
amendment except that the word “jobs” is
used after “transferring,” as in the Senate
bill, rather than “employment opportuni-
ties,” as In the House amendment. The
conference substitute provides that assist-
ance under section 6 shall not be used “to
assist establishments relocating from one
area to another.” This omits the phrase
“totally or partially” which was included
after “relocating’” in the House amendment.
But the conference substitute includes the
following language, which is virtually identi-
cal with language included in the House
committee report, in explanation of how the
prohibition is to be interpreted:

“The lmitation set forth in clause (2)
shall not be construed to prohibit assist-
ance for the expansion of an exlsting busi-
ness entity through the establishment of a
new branch, affiliate, or subsidiary of such
entity if the Secretary finds that the estab-
lishment of such branch, affillate, or sub-
sidiary will not result in an increase in un-
employment in the area of original location
or in any other area where such entity con-
ducts business operations, unless the Secre-
tary has reason to believe that such branch,
affiliate, or subsidiary is being established
with the intention of closing down the oper-
ations of the existing business entity in the
area of its original location or in any other
area where it conducts such operations.”

DESIGNATION OF RURAL AREAS

The conference substitute contains the fol-
lowing provisions, which were in the Senate
bill but not in the House amendment, con-
cerning designation of rural areas as rede-
velopment areas under the bill:

1. A requirement that detailed standards
for designation of such areas must be pre-
scribed before any financial assistance is ex-
tended as a result of such designations.

2. A provision that in making such desig-
nations consideration shall be given to the
extent to which rural development projects
have previously been located in such areas
under programs of the Department of Agri-
culture.

8. A provision that in making such desig-
nations the Secretary shall endeavor to dis-
tribute projects widely among the several
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States, so far is feasible and proper, in
order that actual experience with the pro-
gram may be had in as many States and
areas and under as many different circum-
stances as possible,

GEOGRAPHICAL BOUNDARIES OF REDEVELOPMENT
AREAS

The Senate bill provided that areas
designated as redevelopment areas for as-
sistance under the new program could in-
clude “one or more States, one or more
counties, or one or more municipalities, or
a part of a county or municipality.” This
provision was eliminated by the House
amendment. The conferees agreed to fol-
low the House amendment in this respect.

It is the intent of the conferees for both
Houses that in designating industrial areas
as redevelopment areas for assistance under
the new program, the Secretary should have
broad discretion. The data on eligible areas
supplied to the Congress by the Labor De-
partment during the hearings were based
on existing labor market areas and the Sec-
retary should certainly take this informa-
tion into account in determining geographi-
cal boundaries of redevelopment areas.

At the same time, the conferees recog-
nize that standard labor market area bound-
ary lines may not be appropriate to the
purposes of this act because smaller areas
may be more realistic. The bill, therefore,
does not necessarily require that the labor
market area boundary lines be followed. It
is contemplated instead that the Secretary
of Commerce may establish appropriate new
boundaries for redevelopment areas under
the bill.

It is not, however, the intention of the
conferees to authorize designation of part
of a municipality as a redevelopment area
in any case, but with that exception it is
recognized that designation of redevelop-
ment areas will not necessarily follow polit-
ical boundary lines.

LOANS FOR MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT

Section 6 of the Senate bill authorized
loans for machinery and equipment for
plants “in cases of demonstrated need.” The
COTTEes! provision of the House
amendment authorized such loans “in ex-
ceptional cases.”” The conference substitute
retains the language of the Senate bill.

APPROVAL OF APPLICANTS BY STATE

Section 6(b)(2) of the Senate bill pro-
vided for approval of applicants for section 6
loans (plant loans) by the State or political
subdivision concerned, through an agency
directly concerned with problems of eco-
nomic development in the State or political
subdivision. The corresponding provision in
the House amendment required approval by
the State; it did not authorize loans to ap-
plicants on the basis of approval by a politi-
cal subdivision. The conference substitute
conforms to the Senate bill.

INVESTMENT BY INDIAN TRIBES IN SECTION 6
FROJECTS

The House amendment provided (in sec.
6(b)(9) (B)) that a Federal loan could be
made under section 6 only if at least 10 per-
cent of the cost were invested by the State or
political subdivision, or by a nongovernmen-
tal community or area organization. The
Senate bill contained the same requirement
except that it added “Indian tribes” to the
list of organizations which might make the
required 10 percent investment. The con-
f’eﬁlence substitute conforms to the Senate
COMPETITION WITH PRIVATELY OWNED UTILITIES

The Senate bill prohibited assistance un-
der section 7 or 8 for public facilities which
would compete with existing privately owned
public utilities, unless the State regulatory
body found a need for such service which the

Ppublie utility was unable to meet
now “or through an expansion which it
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agrees to undertake.” The House amend-
ment substituted “is prepared" for “agrees.”
The conference substitute retains the pro-
vision of the Senate bill.

PUBLIC FACILITY GRANTS

The Senate bill permitted grants under
section 8 covering the entire difference be-
tween the cost of the project and the
amount obtainable from other sources.
The House amendment limited the grants
under section 8 to 65 percent of the differ-
ence between the cost of the project and
the amount obtainable from loans and other
Federal grant programs. The conference
substitute follows the language of the
Senate bill.

FINANCING OF LOAN FROGRAMS

The House amendment authorized appro-
priations to provide funds for loans under
sections 6 and 7 of the bill. The Senate
bill authorized the Secretary of the Treasury
to obtaln such funds through public debt
transactions under the Second Liberty Bond
Act. The conference substitute follows the
provisions of the Senate bill in this respect
but adopts the House provisions with re-
spect to (1) the establishment of one area
redevelopment fund (rather than three re-
volving funds as in the Senate bill), and
(2) the requirement that the fund con-
tribute to the civil service retirement and
disability fund with respect to employees
performing activities under sections 6 and 7.

URBAN FLANNING GRANTS

Both the House and Senate versions of
the bill contained identical language mak-
ing it possible for urban planning grants
to be made directly to areas designated un-
der section 5(a) of the Area Redevelopment
Act as redevelopment areas. It is our un-
derstanding that this provision is not in-
tended to bypass State planning agencies,
Rather it is our understanding that the
intention is to provide an alternative route
for extending this planning assistance where
deemed necessary or advisable but that
existing State agencies will continue to be
consulted and utilized wherever practicable,

The Senate bill also authorizes urban
planning grants of up to 75 percent of cost
for such areas. This provision was not in-
cluded in the House amendment which kept
the 50-percent limit applicable to urban
planning grants under existing law. The
House recedes. Under the substitute agreed
to in conference, 75-percent grants could
be made for such areas either directly or
through State planning agencies.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS

The conference substitute follows the
language of the House amendment as to
reports to the Congress, and does not in-
clude all of the specific provisions of the
Senate bill with respect to matters to be
included in such reports. The conferees
on the part of both Houses intend, how-
ever, that such reports shall give full and
complete information concerning the op-
eration of the program, and shall include
the following items in addition to those
specified in the act: (1) The total number
of unemployed persons in redevelopment
areas; (2) the total principal amount of
loans outstanding under the act, the ag-
gregate expenditures incurred by the Gov-
ernment in providing grants and other
forms of assistance under the act, and the
administrative expenses incurred by the
Government in providing assistance under
the act; (3) the number of applications for
assistance under the act which are pend-
ing and the total amount of assistance re-
quested in such applications; (4) the num-
ber of industrial or commercial enterprises
which have commenced or expanded opera-
tions in redevelopment areas as a result of
assistance under the act, the total asset
value of such enterprises, and a descrip-
tion of each such enterprise in terms of
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whether it iIs an expanding enterprise al-
ready located in a redevelopment area, a
wholly new enterprise, an enterprise which
has moved from another area, or a branch
of an existing enterprise located elsewhere;
and (5) the total number of jobs directly
created in each redevelopment area as a
result of assistance extended under the act,
and the Secretary’s estimate of the increase
in employment in each such area indirectly
resulting from such assistance.

USE OF OTHER AGENCIES EY DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE

The conference substitute follows the lan-
guage of the House bill with respect to dele-
gation of authority by the Secretary of
Commerce to other Federal agencies. The
Secretary of Commerce has testified before
the committees of both the House and the
Senate that he will delegate to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture major responsibility for
assistance to be rendered in rural redevelop-
ment areas, as designated under section 5(b)
of the act, and the Secretary of Agriculture
has testified to his willingness to accept
such responsibility. It is the understanding
of the conferees that the Department of
Agriculture has services and facilities avail-
able of requisite competence and experience
for effectively carrying out such delegation.
It is, therefore, the expectation of the con-
ferees that this delegation to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will be made promptly
upon enactment of the bill.

STUDY BY THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

The House amendment (sec. 27) directed
the Secretary of Commerce, when the De-
partment of Defense proposes to deactivate
a permanent military installation or major
unit thereof In an area where the employ-
ment rate is 6 percent or more, to make a
study to determine the economic effects of
such deactivation when requested to do
s0 by the Governor of the State where the
installation is located. It provided that the
Secretary’s findings would be transmitted
to the Secretary of Defense and the Con-
gress. The House recedes and the provision
is omitted from the substitute agreed to in
conference.

RESEARCH ON CAUSES OF UNEMPLOYMENT

The House amendment (sec. 28) directed
the Secretary of Commerce to conduct a
continuing program of study and research
to assist in determining the causes of unem-
ployment, underemployment, underdevelop-
ment, and chronic depression in the wari-
ous areas of the Nation and in the Nation
as a whole, and to assist in developing pro-
grams to solve these problems., The Senate
bill contained mo corresponding provision,
The substitute agreed to in conference re-
tains this provision with two amendments.
One amendment provides that the study
shall be made in cooperation with other
agencies having similar functions. The
gsecond amendment eliminates the phrase
“and in the Nation as a whole.”

TERMINATION OF PROGRAM

The conference substitute contains a pro-
vision that was in the Senate bill but not
in the House amendment, terminating the
program on June 30, 1865. It also provides
for ligquidation of the program after that
date by the Secretary of the Treasury. The

g out of contracts, commitments,
and other obligations theretofore entered
into under the program would not be af-
fected by its termination.

BRENT SPENCE,

WRIGHT PATMAN,

ALBERT RAINS,

ABRAHAM J. MULTER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PATMAN].
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Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, 4 weeks
ago today the House passed S. 1, the
Area Redevelopment Act, by a vote of
251 to 167. The bill previously had
passed the Senate by a vote of 63 to 27.

There is no question about the des-
perate conditions in the areas this leg-
islation is designed to help. While there
are some signs of an upturn in our econ-
omy, there has been no improvement in
the unemployment figure, which now
stands at 6.9 percent for the country
as a whole, seasonally adjusted. Even
a general upturn in the economy will
not solve the problems of these hard-
core areas, which have had heavy un-
employment in good times and bad for
years. They have been trying hard to
work their way out of their difficulties,
and they will keep working hard at it,
but they must have some help from the
Federal Government,

In the 85th Congress and the 86th
Congress, legislation to provide this help
was sent to the White House but was
vetoed. Today this House has the op-
portunity to send to the White House
a bill we know the President will sign.
This help is long overdue, and I hope
that the House will agree to this confer-
ence report today so that the Federal
Government can begin to meet its re-
sponsibilities toward helping to restore
strong and vigorous economies in these
areas, without further delay.

MUST BE VOTED UP OR DOWN

The conference report has been
adopted in the Senate and the conferees
have been discharged. The question to-
day is a question of voting up or down
this conference report.

Amendments will not be in order, a
motion to recommit to the conference
committee will not be in order, because
there is no conference. This is an op-
portunity to vote for this bill or against
the bill only. I doubt, and I seriously
doubt, and I have reasons to state that
doubt, that if this conference report is
not adopted here in the House we will
not have any area redevelopment bill
during this session of the Congress. In
other words, this is it. We either vote
for it or against it.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. In the first place, we
should have acted first on this confer-
ence report, in which event we would
have had the opportunity to offer a mo-
tion to recommit, However, the gentle-
man knows that if this conference re-
port is voted down the chairman of the
committee would have no other alterna-
tive except to ask for a further con-
ference, with the appointment of new
conferees, and get a bill. I do not think
the gentleman should be inclined to
scare people to death.
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Mr, PATMAN. The gentleman is try-
ing to scare folks, I am not. I am tell-
ing the truth, and I know what the
situation is. If this conference report is
defeated, the Senate can act or not act.
I have reason to believe the Senate will
not act. There is no way on earth for
the House of Representatives to compel
the Senate to act, and the minority
leader knows that. We cannot force
the Senate to act.

Mr, HALLECK. As I understood the
gentleman’s statement, it was to the
effect that there would be no further
effort to get a bill.

Mr. PATMAN. That is my opinion.

Mr., HALLECEK. That is where I dis-
agree with the gentleman. In other
words, many Members are for a de-
pressed areas bill, but they are against
the backdoor spending that is provided.
There is no reason in the world why it
cannot be amended, and it can be
amended if the conference report is voted
down,

Mr. PATMAN. I know the gentleman
would like to get off the difficult spot
he is on. His side is in the position of
being against unemployed and against
the depressed areas bill. I would like
to get him out of that position. I do
not blame him. There is only one way
to do it, and that is to vote for this con-
ference report, because if you vote
against it, I am giving you warning now,
there will be no depressed areas bill this
session. This is the only opportunity.
If you are against it, vote against it.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. I notice on page 23 of
the report this language:

The Secretary of Commerce has testified
before the committees of both the House and
the Senate that he will delegate to the
Department of Agriculture major responsi-
bility for assistance to be rendered in rural
redevelopment areas, as designated under
section 5(b) of the act, and the Secretary of
Agriculture has testified to his willingness
to accept such responsibility.

Is it perfectly clear that the Secre-
tary of Commerce will delegate all phases
of this bill to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture which affects rural areas?

Mr. PATMAN. The very nexf sen-
tence would have answered the gentle-
man’s question. It is right here in the
report:

It is, therefore, the expectation of the con-
ferees that this delegation to the Depart-
ment of Agricultuxe will be made promptly
upon enactment of the bill.

Mr. COOLEY. That means all phases
of the bill?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr, McDONOUGH. I appreciate the
gentleman’s desire to explain the confer-
ence report.

Mr. PATMAN. Just for a question.

Mr. McDONOUGH. The question is,
‘Was not the gentleman one of the most
adamant Members on the Democratic
side against back-door spending until
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within the last 24 hours of the confer-
ence?

Mr. PATMAN. I was representing this
House as a conferee, and I was stand-
ing up for the House bill against the
Senate bill. But two things happened,
one thing right here on the floor of the
House. While I was standing up with
the Senate conferees this House, in a
way that could be considered by unani-
mous consent, passed a bill that just
pulled the rug out from under us as
conferees. There we were standing up
against the adamant Senate expecting to
have the House provision on financing
adopted, and this House right here where
we are now passed another bill.

Mr. McDONOUGH. What bill?

Mr. PATMAN. The veterans housing
bill that provided for 2%, times as much
money, I believe by unanimous consent,
carrying the Senate provision on financ-
ing. So what could we do?

Now, here is where I say it was by
unanimous consent. A motion was made
to recommit, to strike out the method
of financing. Any Member of the House
could have asked for a division. Not
one asked for a division. Any Member
of the House could have demanded a
rollecall because there was not a quorum
present. No Member did. The minority
leader was sitting right there at the
time. He did not ask for a division. He
did not ask for a rollcall. Therefore,
that bill passed unanimously. There we
were standing up with the Senate ob-
jecting to their method of financing and
the House adopting a bill at that very
time that carried 215 times as much by
unanimous consent.

Mr. LOSER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. LOSER. I recall the other day
when this bill was originally considered
in the House that the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] made
the statement that 10 times as many
counties or governmental agencies would
qualify for benefits under this bill as
would receive it by reason of the small
sum authorized in the bill. Now, my
question is this: There has been a com-
plete revision of the formula set out in
the House bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Just ask a question,
please, sir, because my time is very much
limited.

Mr. LOSER. I am asking if there has
not been a complete revision of the
formula under which the State govern-
mental agencies could qualify for aid
under the bill.

Mr. PATMAN. I do not agree.

Mr. LOSER. Is not the language en-
tirely different in the conference report?

Mr. PATMAN. It remains substan-
tially the same. And, I will state to the
gentleman that I do not believe I said
10 times as much. I do not believe I
used any figure, and I doubt that it
would have been inaccurate if I did, but I
do know that there is not nearly as much
money as will be needed. And most of
these projects could properly be desig-
nated as pilot projects. But, at least, a
start will be made to help distressed areas
and help the unemployed. You have
that chance,
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TWENTY -SIX DIFFERENCES RESOLVED

This conference report is a compro-
mise, worked out after 4 weeks of hard
negotiations, informally as well as in
formal conference between the man-
agers on the part of the House and Sen-
ate. Of the 26 issues in conference, the
managers on the part of the Senate
vielded on 14; the managers on the part
of the House yielded on 8; and compro-
mises were reached on the remaining 4.
The so-called antipirating provisions
were compromised in a way that
strengthened them considerably over the
original Senate bill, because the strong
antipirating language of the House com-
mittee report was written right into the
bill in conference. The Senate conferees
vielded and accepted the Scranton
amendment, which puts the section 6
plant loan program on a businesslike
basis by making certain that the re-
quired 10 percent State or local invest-
ment, and the required 5 percent private
investment, are subordinate to the Fed-
eral loan. The Senate also agreed to
the House provisions extending the
Small Business Administration’s author-
ity to make loans to local development
corporations, which is now due to expire
June 30. We also succeeded in persuad-
ing the Senate conferees to accept with-
out any modification the provisions of
the House bill concerning public facility
loans, the House provisions on occupa-
tional training, and the strong provisions
of the House bill requiring that the Sec-
retary of Commerce utilize other exist-
ing agencies to the fullest extent prac-
ticable so as to avoid the duplication of
existing staffs and facilities.

FINANCING PROVISION MAJOR DIFFERENCE

As in all compromises, we had to give
in on some things to reach an agree-
ment. For 4 weeks we tried to find some
means of persuading the Senate con-
ferees to accept the financing provisions
of the House bill. We fought hard to
convince the Senate conferees of the
soundness of the House provision. But
you should realize that the Senate con-
ferees were convinced that if they aec-
cepted the House provision requiring
that these funds be obtained by appro-
priations it would kill the program.
When we argued that they were en-
dangering passage of the bill by insist-
ing on public debt transaction financ-
ing, we actually discovered that there
was a strong feeling among the Senate
conferees that it would be better not to
have a bill than to accept the House pro-
vision. Still, we fought on, until the
President indicated that in order fo
break the deadlock he felt we should
recede. We then agreed to do so, in
order that some agreement could be
reached.

HOUSE YIELDED ON FINANCING

While I tried hard to keep the appro-
priations provisions of the House bill,
I am now prepared to accept the Treas-
ury financing provisions agreed to in
conference. There are respectable and
impressive arguments against this type
of financing, but I think we should keep
the argument in perspective, While
there have been repeated charges that
this type of financing somehow violates
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the Constitution, I have never seen one
single opinion of a court of law cited in
support of this charge. My own reading
of the opinions of the Supreme Court
and legal commentators on this point
convinces me this is perfectly consistent
with the Constitution, and of course it
has been used for over 30 years in pro-
grams involving billions of dollars, with-
out ever having been ruled unconsti-
tutional by the courts. The epithet
“back-door spending” has been applied
so frequently to this type of financing
that the impression has been created
that it has been used to squander public
funds swrreptitiously under programs
that could not stand the light of day.
Let me remind the House that this type
of financing has a distinguished history,
both in terms of social objectives it has
helped to achieve and in terms of dol-
lars earned for the Treasury in the
process. The Home Owners Loan Corpo-
ration refinanced mortgages on more
than a million homes with this type of
financing. It paid into the Treasury,
on liguidation, net earnings of $14 mil-
lion, after repaying all Treasury invest-
ments and meeting all costs.
TYPE OF FINANCING NOT UNUSUAL

The Veterans' Administration’s direct
home-loan program uses this type of
financing, and, of course, the House ap-
proved legislation continuing this pro-
gram less than 2 weeks ago. Through
1960, $1.5 billion had been loaned under
this program, which has shown a profit
of $74 million to the taxpayers, as the
House was told 2 weeks ago by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE] and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Aparr]l. Other typical examples of
earnings under programs financed with
public debt receipts are $367 million for
the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion, $613 million for the Export-Import
Bank, and $485 million for the Interna-
tional Bank for Reconstruction and
Development.

NO GIVEAWAY PROGRAM

This bill is not a giveaway program.
This type of financing would be used
only for loans, which will be repaid to
the Treasury with interest, in the same
way the other programs I have referred
to have operated. It worked well in
those programs, showing a direct profit
to the taxpayers as well as tremendous
indirect profits by strengthening our
economy. It will do the same thing here.

TERMINATION DATE 4 YEARS

One of the eight provisions the House
conferees yielded on was a provision of
the Senate hill terminating the program
on June 30, 1965. We agreed to this
simply to make sure that no one can
charge that the public debt financing
provisions prevent congressional review
of the program. Even without this ter-
mination date, there will, of course, be
an annual review when appropriations
are requested for administrative ex-
penses and grants under the bill. But
this termination date assures the Con-
gress of the opportunity for a complete
review of the entire program within a
reasonable period of time. It provides a
4-year period in which the program
must prove itself or come to an end.
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I urge you to accept this compromise
bill. It is desperately needed, and I am
convinced it is the best bill we can get
under the circumstances. We should
send this bill to the White House so that
this program can get underway without
further delay.

NEEDED: A NEW LOOK AT AMERICAN BANKING

Mr, Speaker, America’s banks can
play a central part in reinvigorating de-
pressed areas. But to do this job re-
quires banks intimately familiar with
local conditions and with local people.
Chain banks with branches in small
towns are not able to supply this per-
sonal touch. Hence, our concern with
depressed areas cannot be separated
from what has been happening to Amer-
ica’s banking system. I submit, there-
fore, it is appropriate that we take a new
look at America’s banking system, and
analyze whether it is carrying out its ob-
ligation to serve communities through-
out America.

The American Constitution grants to
the Federal Government the right to
create and determine the value of
money. Although this right resides in
the Federal Government, it has seen fit
to delegate this right largely to commer-
cial banking interests,. When the Fed-
eral Government delegates one of its
constitutional prerogatives to private
persons, such persons have a fearful and
sacred duty to use this power in the pub-
lic interest. Has the American banking
community discharged this obligation
to the public?

The entire banking system has been
transformed drastically in recent years,
and the events of recent months warn
of further upheavals surpassing any-
thing experienced previously. I submit
that we have ignored the developments
in this industry for too long.

Developments in monetary affairs
touch upon every part of America’s eco-
nomic life. Money is the bloodstream
and banks are the heart of every eco-
nomic system. Because banking is such
a vital organ in our economic system,
many well-meaning persons have urged
that only delicate surgery be performed
upon it. But there is such a thing as
being too delicate, of being too cautious,
of fearing to do anything which might
cause some pain. When the very life of
the patient is at stake, however, we must
risk more extensive surgery. And ex-
perience with the banking system leaves
no doubt in my mind but that it is suf-
ficiently hardy, although somewhat
obese, to withstand even the most radical
surgery. Although today I am not pro-
posing extensive surgery, I do feel that
we can wait no longer to make an ex-
amination to determine whether such
surgery is necessary. The banking com-
munity’s performance has not been sat-
isfactory for some time, and I am not
sanguine about the prospects of
improvement.

I should like to review a few of these
developments with you today.

DECLINING BANKING SERVICES

In 1921 there were 31,076 banks.
Since then the American population in-
creased from 109 to 180 million. Since
then the gross national product in-
creased from $74 to $503 billion. Since
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then the money supply has increased
from $21 to $144 billion. But in spite of
the tremendous growth of the American
economy over the past 40 years, the
number of banks decreased by over one-
half to just 13,999 in 1960.

This centralization of banking facili-
ties has resulted in the demise of hun-
dreds of local banks in many communi-
ties throughout America. As a result
many local communities are completely
without banks, and even more often local
banks have been acquired and turned
into branches of vast banking institu-
tions or units of immense holding
companies.

When a community loses control of its
local bank, the entire community is the
loser. Control over the community’'s
money shifts from main street to some
impersonal banker in a faraway city.
Local merchants must deal with hirlings
and clerks rather than deal face to face
with the owner. The human element
which is the heart and soul of small
business dealings is replaced with the
impersonal accounting of debits and
credits. This development is one of the
leading causes for the deterioration of
American community life; it is one fac-
tor which is transforming the popula-
tion of main street in many communi-
ties from proud local merchants and
bankers to clerks and employees of
chainstores and chainbanks.

CONCENTRATION MEANS CONTROL OF MONEY

The increasing concentration in
American banking gives bankers more
and more control over the money mar-
ket. In a market economy, variation of
interest rates can play a powerful role
in ending recessions. As a recession
sets in, interest rates fall, thereby en-
couraging borrowing for business ex-
pansion, But the vast concentration of
banking power has largely negated the
responsiveness of interest rates fo
changing economic conditions. Interest
rates still go up with booms but come
down very little during recessions.

This is an open secret. All but the
most naive are aware of the tremendous
power bankers possess over interest
rates. For example, Business Week
magazine in a story entitled “Big Merg-
ers and Good Profits” reported:

There’s no doubt that the good earnings
of the banks In 1960 are largely due to the
slowness of bankers to reduce their lending
rates. Not until late August, months after
open-market interest rates had dropped, did
they cut their prime lending rate.

Joint Resolution 375, calling for a
moratorium on bank mergers, which I
introduced on April 17, and which has
been referred to the House Banking and
Currency Committee, is directed at pre-
venting further irreversible deterioration
in community life and further increase
in banking concentration, Such a mor-
atorium will give us time to take a new
look at American banking before it is too
late.

BANK MERGERS ON RISE

Bank mergers have taken an awful toll
over the past 40 years. Since 1921
nearly 10,000 banks have been consoli-
dated, merged, or acquired. The merger
tempo has been high for many years.
But it accelerated after 1950. In every
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year since 1952 there have been over 100
bank mergers, and for the past 8 years
there has been an average of about 170
bank mergers annually. And the situa-
tion seems to be accelerating further.
Immense consolidations have been con-
summated and more are in the works.
Business Week reported as follows on
February 4, 1961:

The first proposal for a suburban acqui-
sition by a New York bank came in Sep-
temhber, when Bankers Trust Co.—sixth in
deposits in the city and eighth in the Na-
tlon—announced plans to join with County
Trust Co., the largest in Westchester County,
in a holding company.

Since September, merger proposals have
come thick and fast:

Manufacturers Trust and Hanover Bank
said they planned to merge. This would
not affect the suburbs, since both banks op-
erate entirely within the city except for
oversea offices, but it will have a big effect
on bank competition in the New York money
market, since it would unite a major retail
bank (Manufacturers) with one of the few
remaining wholesale banks (Hanover),

Morgan Guaranty Trust Co., already the
largest wholesale bank in the United States,
announced plans to set up a holding com-
pany to span New York State from end to
end. This would probably create the Na-
tlon’s largest bank holding company, with
assets of over £6 billion. Currently the No.
1 holding company is Firstamerica Corp.,
whose latest statement showed assets of $4.9
billion. Morgan Guaranty plans to join
with Manufacturers & Traders Trust Co., in
Buffalo, Lincoln Rochester Trust Co., Na-
tlonal Commercial Bank & Trust Co. of
Albany, First Trust & Deposit Co. in Syra-
cuse, Oneida National Bank & Trust of Cen-
tral New York, and First-City National Bank
of Binghamton. All six upstate banks are
active in retailing.

THE TREND SPREADS

The New York banks weren't the only ones
that became merger minded during 1960:

In Chicago, Continental Illinols National
Bank & Trust Co—No. 2 in the city behind
Pirst National Bank—announced a merger
with City National Bank & Trust Co. of
Chicago. Had the deal gone through on
December 31, it would have added $392 mil-
lion to Continental Illinois’ $2.56 billion in
deposits and would have pushed it ahead of
First National. Final approval would mean
that City National and its employees would
have to move en masse into Continental’s
glant headquarters in the Loop, since Illinois
prohibits all forms of branch banking.

In Philadelphia, in another move that
would upset traditional leadership, Philadel-
phia National Bank is bidding to combine
with Girard Trust Corn Exchange Bank.
The merger would glve Philadelphia Na-
tional about $2 billion in assets, clearly the
biggest in its area and topping First Penn-
sylvania Banking & Trust Co. by a wide
margin. In addition, the branch system of
the projected Philadelphia Girard National
Bank & Trust Co. would blanket the Phila-
delphia metropolitan area.

In Boston, State Street Bank & Trust Co.
plans to absorb Rockland-Atlas National
Bank, in a move that would supplant Na-
tlonal Shawmut Bank as the second largest in
Massachusetts. The merged bank would
have $530 million in deposits, compared to
National Shawmut’s $452 million. However,
First National Bank of Boston would remain
far out in front.

ANTIMERGER POLICY FRUSTRATED

Congress has expressed frequently its
concern over the trend and results of
bank mergers. It has given authority
to rule on the desirability of particular
mergers to various agencies. The Comp-
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troller of the Currency has jurisdiction
over national banks. The Federal Re-
serve has jurisdiction over State-char-
tered banks of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem and bank holding companies. The
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
has jurisdiction over insured State-
chartered banks. Although the Justice
Department is required to give an opin-
ion to the responsible agency on whether
a merger would have an adverse effect
on competition, these agencies need not
be bound by Justice’s opinion. For ex-
ample, last week the Federal Reserve
Board, reportedly by a three to two de-
cision, approved a proposed merger be-
tween the State Street Bank & Trust Co.
and Rockland-Atlas National Bank, both
of Boston, despite an adverse opinion
on the competitive factor from the Jus-
tice Department.

I understand that recently Treasury
Secretary Dillon made an agreement
with the Justice Department that the
Comptroller of the Currency would with-
hold final approval of mergers within
his jurisdiction if the Justice Depart-
ment objects. It is also reported that
the Justice Department has been seek-
ing similar agreements with the Federal
Reserve Board and the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation.

I am not sure how the Federal Re-
serve Board goes about assessing what
is in the public interest. But clearly
the effect of a merger on banking com-
petition is not a very critical factor in
its analysis. This is unfortunate. And
those interested in preserving a competi-
tive economy must seriously question
the value system embraced by the Fed-
eral Reserve Board.

Either we are for a competitive econ-
omy or we simply give lipservice to one.
We have been drifting far too long in
our policy toward American banking.
The hour already is late and we must act
before the final hour is struck. This
calls for drastic action now.

It is for these reasons that I have of-
fered for the serious consideration of
Congress, House Joint Resolution 375, a
joint resolution calling for a moratorium
on bank consolidations, mergers, and
acquisitions.

Mr. Speaker, in the area redevelop-
ment bill conference report there is a
provision about urban planning grants
as follows:

TRBAN PLANNING GRANTS

Both the House and Senate versions of the
bill contained identical language making it
possible for urban planning grants to be
made directly to areas designated under sec~
tion 6(a) of the Area Revelopment Act as
redevelopment areas. It is our understand-
ing that this provision is not intended to by-
pass State planning agencies. Rather it is
our understanding that the intention is to
provide an alternative route for extending
this planning assistance where deemed nec-
essary or advisable but that existing State
agencies will continue to be consulted and
utilized wherever practicable.

The Senate bill also authorizes urban
planning grants of up to 75 percent of cost
for such areas, This provision was not in-
cluded in the House amendment which kept
the b50-percent limit applicable to urban
planning grants under existing law. The
House recedes. Under the substitute agreed
to in conference, 75-percent grants could be
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made for such areas either directly or
through State planning agencies.
SMALL TOWNS ARE URBAN

President EKennedy's proposal—which
I favor—for creation of a Cabinet-level
Department of Urban Affairs and Hous-
ing to help prevent the appalling deteri-
oration of many of our urban areas
should remind all of us that this appall-
ing deterioration is just as much of a
spreading cancer in Small Town, U.S.A.

While we are considering legislation
to aid depressed areas, let us also look
into some of the causes of depressed
areas. One main cause of the blight—
particularly in our smaller urban areas—
is the concentration of economic wealth
in our larger metropolitan areas at the
expense and to the economic distress of
smaller communities.

However, this withering blight has
affected communities of all sizes and
action must be taken to remedy a curse
that is sapping the strength of our
economy.

Let me say again that I endorse the
President’s recommendation with the
understanding that the small town would
receive equal recognition, equal repre-
sentation, and equal treatment with her
bigger-sister cities in charting a con-
structive course for the Nation’s econ-
omy. I am confident President Ken-
nedy will concur in this.

The small town with its locally owned
independent industries and stores, its
owner-occupied dwellings and tree-lined
avenues has been, and should remain, the
backbone of our Nation.

WALL STREET RUNS MAIN STREET

But now—as I have stressed before—
Main Street is being run by Wall Street.
We can no longer think of Main Street
as a place of hometown merchants—a
community of locally owned, independ-
ent shops, banks, and service establish-
ments. It is true that the stores are still
there, but the store front is a false front
as far as local ownership is concerned.
The Main Streets of the Nation’s cross-
roads communities are largely owned
and operated by a few nationwide cor-
porations. It is almost tantamount to
authorizing outsiders to erect tollgates
at the ecity limits sign to extort local
resources for uses in far distant environs.
It is centralized control by absentee di-
rectors. Through little expense to
themselves these absentee directors con-
trol a community’s destiny and drain
its financial resources away from the
locality and into the big cities. This
tends to make us a nation of salaried
clerks and shop attendants for the finan-
cial benefit of absentee financial auto-
crats who have no interest in the local-
ity’s community life, its homes, schools,
churches. Financial Autocrats, Ine.,
cares not whether or if Small Town,
U.S.A., has sufficient revenues for its
educational, religious, and recreational
facilities. The absentee-owner is not
interested in parks and playgrounds, in
streets and sidewalks, and the scores of
services a modern community is obli-
gated to provide for a healthy and whole-
some community life,
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IMPAIRS ENTIRE ECONOMY

We must keep up our fight for small
business and our free enterprise system.
We must not fail because failure will
hurt not only small business but our
country. In the interest of the public,
we must reverse the present trend to-
ward concentration and control of busi-
ness by a few giants. Unless we reverse
the trend toward concentration, it means
that community life will be destroyed.
Unless we do something—not just to stem
the trend, but to turn the tide—we will
not only lose control of affairs in our
communities, but invite the suicidal pros-
pect of having the counfry’s entire econ-
omy taken over by a totalitarian or so-
cialistic type of centralized power. We
know that there is but a short step from
centralized control of business by a few
giant corporations to socialism. Our
best insurance against socialism or any
form of totalitarianism is in the strength
and vigor of many small and independ-
ent business institutions of all kinds
scattered throughout our land.

I have called attention to the plight
of the small, independent businessman
on many occasions. Two years ago, to
cite a specific case, I referred to columns
written by Sylvia Porter about the his-
toric city of Louisville. Here, in part, is
what she said:

If you work for a manufacturing firm in
Louisville today, the odds are better than
6 to 4 that you are an employee of a plant
owned by outsiders—controlled by interests
far removed from your hometown.

More than 60 percent of the manufactur-
ing jobs in your proud, 187-year-old EKen-
tucky city are in absentee-owned corpora-
tions. Decisions of crucial importance to
you, your family, your entire community are
not made by Louisville residents; often
they're made by tycoons, efficiency experts,
or financiers who only rarely visit your city.

If you work for a big retail store in Louis-
ville, the odds are a towering 8 or 9 to 1

that you are working for a branch, a coast-
to-coast chain.
REALITY IS HERE

Of Louisville’s seven biggest stores, only
one is homeowned and that one is No. 5 in
size. Your store manager may appear in
charge but it's most Improbable that the
key policies are set by him. Rather, the
likelihood is they're fixed at headquarters
elsewhere.

In Louisville, absentee ownership of in-
dustrial plants, stores, major service or-
ganizations is no longer a threat arising
from the great merger trend of this decade.

Here, the trend—which I first reported
from Rochester, N.¥,, a month ago—has
become a startling reality. And the im-
plications go far beyond the obvious—the
inclination of imported managers to dis-
regard local charifles, to give only minimum
support to city groups.

In Louisville, absentee control is striking
at the very industrial and financial heart
of the city itself. Here is a tale which cities
the Nation over will ignore at their own
peril.

STRICTER CONTROLS NEEDED

Is this digression a condemnation of
big business per se? Not at all. Big
business brought us mass production
which, in turn, brought our Nation
dynamic strength and economic growth,

But I am convinced that decisive ac-
tion must be taken to protect the smaller
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businessman and his community against
unfeeling greed. Perhaps James C.
Worthy, a vice president of Sears, Roe-
buck & Co., expressed it better in his
book, “Big Business and Free Men.” He
said:

We can preserve democracy as we can pre-
serve free economic institutions, only by
holding them in continuous danger of be-
ing destroyed from within—mot by their
enemies but by their friends, their own citi-
zens who have freedom to act but who must
be depended upon to act with judgment
and restraint and with proper considera-

tion for the general welfare as well as their
own,

It is my contention that too often our
industrial emperors fail to act with the
judgment and restraint with proper con-
sideration for the general welfare. We
cannot condemn them for doing every-
thing the law allows, and that is all they
are doing. But should not we change the
laws for the good of the general welfare?

Prior to the President’s recommenda-
tion of a Department of Urban Affairs
and Housing, I had given considerable
thought to proposing a Department of
Small Business on a Cabinet level. While
I favor the President’s proposal, I do
believe that—if the President’s recom-
mendation becomes reality—strenuous
efforts must be made to guarantee that
Small Town, US.A., will receive the
same recoghition and consideration as
the major metropolitan areas.

I think we have reason to fear that
such a department will have a strong
tendency to give preferential considera-
tion to large cities at the expense of the
smaller communities, unless provisions
for serving the smaller communities are
spelled out. And this, any administra-
tive official in the same situation could

do easily without intent. The larger
cities have well-paid professional
staffs—lawyers, engineers, city plan-

ners—who are alert to every service or
aid made available by the Federal Gov-
ernment. They would be the first to rap
on the door of a new department for
help. The smaller cities, not so well
staffed, would be slower to learn the
ropes and take advantage of any assist-
ance or guldance offered. The larger
cities also are in close touch with Gov-
ernment departments and agencies and
their staff personnel are frequent visitors
to the Nation’s Capital. This is exactly
what happened when the 1949 Housing
Act was passed. The big cities were
Johnny-on-the-spot for grants, loans
and planning advances. The smaller
cities came along later and got what was
left, and some years that was nothing.

SMALL BUSINESS DIVISION

If it is the sense of Congress to estab-
lish a Department of Urban Affairs and
Housing, I urgently recommend creating
a separate Division for Smaller Com-
munity Development within the Depart-
ment.

My fears that big-city influence would
dominate a Department of Urban Affairs
and Housing prompt me to continue
pounding away for coequal status for the
smaller communities. With the metro-
politan areas already draining the re-
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sources of our smaller cities, how in-
comprehensibly unjust it would be for
the Government of the United States to
take tax revenues from smaller com-
munities to benefit those who happen
to work and live in large cities. To pre-
vent this discrimination, equal treatment
protection must be provided for smaller
communities—perhaps headed by an as-
sistant secretary—if this Department is
established.

What are some of the things a Division
for Smaller Community Development
could do for these areas? What are the
needs to be met? Here are a few:

This Division would investigate and
study problems relating to highways,
public services, water resources, schools,
financing, recreation, law enforcement,
and with special emphasis on business,
industrial development, and housing. It
would seek to improve Federal, State, and
smaller town cooperative efforts, and
serve in an advisory capacity to small
communities on programs calling for
Federal participation or Federal assist-
ance. >k

This Division also should involve itself
with municipal securities of smaller com-
munities. There is no genuine, adequate,
dependable, competitive market for these
municipal securities which makes it nec-
essary for these smaller communities to
be protected. There is a premium on
securities for the larger cities.

These problems, although not of great
and major importance to larger cities,
are an enigma to smaller communities.
Many larger cities have practically no
need for the services and assistance
needed so desperately by the smaller
communities.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that a Division
to help small communities could spear-
head their revival to a vigorous com-
munity and business life.

In past years bills have been introduced
in both bodies of Congress to establish
independent commissions on problems of
small towns. One was introduced in the
House early this year by the Honorable
TroMAs F. Jounson, of Maryland, and
has been referred to the House Commit-
tee on Government Operations. Intro-
duction of legislation of this nature
shows that the problems of small towns
are recognized. We must not ignore
them. The problem before us as Mem-~
bers of Congress is to determine what
constructive action to take to correct
them, and to act effectively to help those
who live in communities housing the
major portion of the Nation's population.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL].

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, we will
debate today, in the short time at our
disposal, not the enactment of a de-
pressed areas bill or distressed areas bill
but the method of financing of that bill.
And, this is important to remember.
Remember that the House conferees
abandoned the former administration
position of financing through the appro-
priation process.

When we can finance $45 billion of
national security a year through the reg-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ular appropriation process there just is
no excuse for abandoning a basie prin-
ciple of fiscal responsibility and placing
the financing of this new depressed area
program on a back-door Treasury fi-
nancing basis.

This is a new program. In a large
sense it is an experimental program. It
contemplates weak loans. It is a pro-
gram that will grow into the billions.
Its termination date is a tranquilizer for
the Members of the Congress. If ever
an activity of the Federal Government
should be placed under the regular ap-
propriation process, this is it. That is
a decision we must make today.

By design and not coincidental, the
House is required to make this decision
the hard way. To defeat this back-door
spending approach it is necessary to
vote down this conference report. But
it is important to note that it will not
kill the legislation.

If and when that is done, a request is
in order to appoint new conferees, and
those new conferees can be instructed to
insist on the House provisions that the
program be financed through the regular
appropriations process. So a clear-cut
test éan then be made solely on the ques-
tion of back-door spending.

If this conference report is voted
down, it is unthinkable that a request
would not be made promptly for ap-
pointment of new conferees. The situ-
ation is that we have a Senate-passed
bill and a House-passed amendment
thereto. Actually those actions remain
alive for the remaining days of this Con-
gress with the differences to be resolved
through the conference process. It can
be done at any time, but I repeat it
would be unthinkable that a request for
a new conference would not be made
promptly.

When we went to conference, frank-
1y I was shocked, and I believe the Demo-
cratic conferees from the House were
more shocked, when the administration
abruptly did a flip-flop and about-face
on the financing provision of this bill.

On February 20 of this year, shortly
after the administration had sent to the
Congress its proposed new distressed
areas bill, H.R. 4569, I issued a state-
ment in which I called attention to the
faet that the new administration had
provided for expenditures under the reg-
ular appropriation process in sharp con-
trast to the back-door financing pro-
vided in S. 1, the original Douglas bill.
I ended that statement, in which I made
other comments about changes in the
bill, including placing administration in
the Department of Commerce, by say-
ing, “There is more care than scare in
this proposal.” Now the care is gone.

I again want to repeat that I am
shocked and I am sure the Democratic
conferees are shocked by the unexpected
and abrupt about-face of the adminis-
tration on the question of responsible
financing. Why has the administration
suddenly defermined that it cannot trust
the members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives?
Why is the administration seeking to
bypass and circumvent the Congress,

6721

eliminating the responsible method of

legislation for our country? I fear the

connotations of this development with

a trend toward government by ap-

pointees and not by elected representa-

tives.

The proposed program is acknowl-
edged by all to be only a pittance toward
solving unemployment problems. If this
method of financing is permitted and
the door is opened for unlimited spend-
ing without check and balance, Congress
and the counfry can rue the day this
action was permitted. I again repeat
what I have said before, that to vote
down this conference report at this time
will not prevent enactment in this ses-
sion of a responsible depressed areas bill.
Conferees may rapidly be appointed and
the House position demonstrated as with
respect to financing the program.

In case there are any lingering doubts
about this threat to fiscal responsibility,
Members of this body and the Appro-
priations Committee should carefully
note the power squeeze play that is be-
ing applied. The Senate acted first on
this bill. The House amended the bill
and the Senate asked for a conference.
Normally the papers would go to the
House and the House would act first on
the conference report. If that were
done, a motion would be in order to
recommit the conference report with in-
structions that the House conferees in-
sist that the appropriation provision of
the House amendment be retained. That
would give a clear-cut test on the issue
without jeopardizing enactment of the
bill. Buf, as of now, the regular con-
ference procedure is not to be followed.
The Senate has retained the papers, the
Senate will act first on the conference
report and presumably adopt it, and
the Senate conferees will be discharged.
Then the conference report will come to
the House on a take-or-leave-it basis.
The conference report must be voted up
or down.

That is a rough, power squeeze play
challenge to the authority of the Appro-
priations Committee and to this House
on the question of fiscal responsibility.
No longer is it just a question of the
House approving or disapproving a de-
pressed areas bill. Bigger principles are
now involved. I hope the House will
meet this challenge head on and for
what it is. If procedure is to be followed
which makes it necessary for the House
to vote down the conference report to
preserve fiscal responsibility, that, in my
opinion, is what the House should do.

The Wall Street Journal of April 26,
1961, contains the following article I
commend to your attention:

BACKDOOR SPENDING—DEPRESSED AREA Pro-
GRAM To Join LoNG LIST FINANCED DIRECT
FroMm U.S. TREASURY

(By John A. Grimes)

WasHINGTON.—A familiar fiscal drama is
scheduled for performance in the House of
Representatives today, enhanced by the
debut of a new star—the Kennedy admin-

istration.

The attraction is billed as & vote on a pro-
posal to provide $451 million in Federal
grants and loans to aid areas of chronieally
high unemployment. But the substance of



6722

the plot will deal, not so much with the
advisability of initiating the new program,
but how to finance it. As fashioned by a
Senate-House conference committee, the
proposed legislation calls for direct with-
drawals from the Treasury rather than re-
quiring the program to rely on annual spend-
ing grants from appropriations committees
dominated by economic conservatives.

This direct withdrawal device, dubbed
“backdoor spending" by its foes, is not new;
far from it. The financing scheme has ex-
panded from a special arrangement to propel
the late, and largely unlamented, Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation into making busi-
ness loans during the great depression until
it now supports more than two dozen Federal
programs ranging from home loans to ship
mortgages to farm price support loans.
More than $100 billion of taxpayers’ money
has been dispensed without resort to the ap-
propriations process; authority to dole out
another $25 billlon already is on the books.

READY AND WILLING

Despite this long run, today's performance
takes on some of the excitement of a first
night. For the Kennedy administration is
ready and willing to find out whether it will
be able to make even more extensive use of
the controversial spending approach. Al-
ready the President has asked Congress to
permit him to bankroll a $7.3 billion 5-year
program of foreign development loans by
tapping the Treasury directly. And, though

the tion didn’t plan to make the

depressed areas Dbill a key test of Congres-
sional attitude, the die has been cast. A
defeat today would bode ill not only for the
development loan program but also for
future attempts to travel directly from the
White House to the Treasury bullding next
door. A victory, though it would not assure
the success of the controversial development
loan and other programs, would surely aid
the effort. Says one observer: “The Een-
nedy administration would like to make as
much use of back-door spending as it thinks
it can.” The former Eisenhower administra-
tion, in contrast, at least tried to prevent
the expansion of back-door spending prac-
tices.

Esoteric as It may seem, the issue can
have an important impact on taxpayers’
pocketbooks. For example: Last session Con-
gress trimmed some $221 million from the
Eisenhower administration’s regular appro-
priations request; at the same time, how-
ever, the lawmakers approved a combined
increase of nearly $1 billion above the ad-
ministration’s requests for programs financed
by direct withdrawals from the Treasury.

The back-door approach to the Treasury
takes varlous forms. Sometimes it’s called
authority to spend from public debt re-
ceipts. Other times, it may be labeled “con-
tract authority.” Or, it may be a revolving
fund, or permission to spend foreign cur-
rencies owned by the United States. What-
ever the name, the result is the same—direct
withdrawals from the Treasury without an-
nual appropriations from Congress.

In theory, a mew agency or program has
to get double approval from Congress. The
first comes in the authorizing legislation;
this sets up the framework and the limits
of the program, and is handled by a regular
legislative committee. Then, the adminis-
tration must run the proposal through the
Appropriations Committee for funds. Each
year, also in theory, the agency of the pro-
gram must return to Congress for reexam-
ination and new money.

THE CALMER LOOK

Because authorizations for new programs
may be shoved through Congress quickly
under crisis conditions, a second and calmer
look by a supposedly disinterested commit-
tee is essential, backdoor spending foes
contend. They also maintain that the legis-
lative committees that handle the authoriz-
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ing legislation over the years have hecome
special pleaders for particular interest; the
Agriculture Committee, the argument runs,
is inclined to spend all it can for the farm-
ers; the Banking Committee pushes meas-
ures to spread Federal funds throughout the
housing industry; and the Veterans’ Commit-
tee seeks to tap the Treasury for the benefit
of the veterans. Authority over money bills
was taken from the legislative committees
in 1920 and given to the appropriations com-
mittees just to avoid this, House economy
advocates assert.

Probably the most widely used of the
backdoor spending devices is the authority
to spend from public debt receipts. Simply,
this allows a Federal agency to write an
IOU and give it to the Treasury in return
for the needed money; the Treasury, in turn,
is authorized to borrow the money publicly
to replace that lent to the agency.

The technique is used mostly to finance
Government lending programs: The Com-
modity Credit Corporation’s price support
program, Export-Import Bank lending, Vet-
erans' Administration direct home loans, and
others, Back when the RFC was set up,
it was argued that Government loans eventu-
ally would be repaid so there was no need
to complicate the budget process by requir-
ing lending agencles to come to Congress
each year for funds. But now that Uncle
Sam is firmly in the lending business, it is
apparent that some loans will never e ‘paid
off. No one, for example, really expects the
CCC to recover the money it has sunk into
surplus crops.

But perhaps the sharpest setback for the
traditional appropriations process came in
1949 in a ruling on the House floor that di-
rect Treasury borrowing was not an appro-
priation of Treasury money, and thus did
not have to be routed through the appropri-
ations committees. Since then, backdoor
spending opponents have been trying with-
out success to close the door.

Early this year, a resolution to ban any
backdoor spending proposals was voted
down by the newly enlarged and liberalized
House Rules Committee.

Whatever the outcome of the impending
drama, the performance can be expected to
be reenacted again and again. For, as far
as backdoor spending is concerned, the Ken-
nedy administration seems committed to the
motto: “The show must go on.”

I personally will change my own posi-
tion in opposition to the administration
bill if the appropriation process is se-
cured and voted in and insisted upon
in the final bill, as I can only support a
responsible approach. I now urge a vote
against the conference report.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
if this House does not believe in this
irregular back-door method of exfract-
ing money from the Treasury then this
conference report presents to you the
acid test, because there is no reason in
the world why this particular bill should
seek that approach except the obvious
purpose of getting money out of the
Treasury without going through the
regular process and in the easy way.

I was shocked when the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Patman] said that
there would be no depressed areas bill
this year if this conference report was
voted down. I think every Member here
experienced in parliamentary procedure
knows just exactly what would happen
if this conference report is voted down.

The chairman of the Committee on
Banking and Currency would immedi-
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ately move to appoint new conferees.
That would be done. It would go to con-
ference. The information would be con-
veyed to the other body that this House
insisted upon the usual method of appro-
priation and stood by its record vote here
of a few weeks ago in which we did adopt
the regular method of appropriation as
it has been recommended by the admin-
istration.

In this case there is no possible excuse,
I have talked on this subject a number
of times. Every time such a bill comes
up it is stated that this is a project that
has glrea.dy gone into effect and has been
running for years—"If you don't do this,
it is going to mess things all up and
injure the operation of the progra
This does not do so. This is a brandnew
program. We are starting out on spend-
ing some $300 or $400 million, the po-
tentialities and the cost of which no man
living can predict. If this bill goes into
full force and effect it is going to be a
stupendous expenditure.

Yesterday many of us voted for a hill
because we thought we were voting for
a project, a bill that had not been justi-
fied, a bill we did not know what the
money was going to be spent for. Here
today we have practically the same thing.
I heard all the details of this bill up in
the Rules Committee when it was under
consideration. I asked them if they
could point out to me any project in this
bill that was not already in operation by
some other department of the Govern-
ment, and I could not get any answer.

Let us not be deceived by this. If you
vote down this conference report, all you
are doing is saying, “We believe that in
this new and stupendous project we are
launching here we want the money
gotten through the regular processes of
appropriation where it can be examined,
where we can know what this money is
going to be spent for, instead of this big
mess of words we have here.”

Nobody knows exactly what is going to
be done with it. There is no excuse in
this bill for using this method because it
is a brandnew program and does not
interfere with anything that is in exist-
ence.

Mr. BROWN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Isnot the real and the
only issue before us now whether or not
we are going to endorse and approve
backdoor spending?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia, That is the
only issue.

Mr. BROWN. That is the thing
against which over 200 Members of this
House have signed petitions.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN, We were told that even
if we could have a change in the method
of financing, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr., SmiTa] and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. BRownN] would not vote
for it, anyway.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Of course, I
would not vote for it. I think it is the
craziest thing you ever started. If you
carry it out as you want to carry it
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through you will break this country.
But that is not the question before us.
The question before us now is whether
vou are going to adopt the back-door
procedure on new projects, which this is,
and there is no earthly excuse for it.
If you establish this precedent you might
just as well abolish the Appropriations
Committee and spend it all through the
back door.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr, CANNON].

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I must
differ with the distinguished gentleman
from Texas. He said in opening the de-
bate that he did not want to scare any-
body.

Now, on the other hand, I am here to
scare everybody. And may I say to you,
my friends, that the Members of the
House and the people of the Nation had
better be scared.

The Speaker of the House said the
other day in a formal address that this
country, in his estimation, is in the
greatest danger it had ever been in all
its history. And, as usual, he is right.
We are today in greater danger, and we
are today less prepared to meet that
danger than ever before. We suddenly
find ourselves today in exactly the same
situation in which Chamberlain found
himself when he had to hurry over to
Munich to meet Hitler and found that
England’s armament was not ready to
meet the armament of the Central
Powers.

We are not prepared to fight. We are
not ready for war. We do not have the
weapons.

And most important of all, we do not
have the money.

Financially we are less ready for war
than ever before in our history. Sol-
vency is the most important equipment
for war and we are not only insolvent
but Congress has been obligating the Na-
tion at such a rapid rate and on such a
ridiculous plan that no one down at the
Treasury or anywhere else can tell us
how much we are obligated for.

I ask any of these gentlemen who are
jamming this bill through the House to
give us the total amount the U.S. Gov-
ernment is obligated to pay. Nobody
knows. There is no way for anybody to
know. We have been shoveling money
out through the back door at such a rate
there is no way to estimate it.

Does anybody here deny that state-
ment? What a way to run a business—
any business—from a peanut stand to a
national bank. And yet that is the way
we are running the greatest government
on earth. Could it be that we do not
want to know—that we do not want the
people to find out?

But Russia will let them know. Rus-
sia has been teaching us some bitter les-
sons these last few month. And the
bitterest lesson of all is still ahead of
us. Stalin said long ago that they would
let us spend ourselves into bankruptcy
and then we would fall like a ripe apple
into their lap. Under this backdoor
spending—which no one can estimate—
the apple is getting riper every day. If
you will look at this spending you will
find some of it is getting rotten. Thereis
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some of it they do not dare to come up
here and attempt to justify before the
Committee on Appropriations. So they
are sneaking it out the back door. They
do not have to justify it there. There is
nobody to check it out and nobody to
check what becomes of it.

And mind you it is not defense money
they are spending. It is nondefense
money that is throwing us into the red.
We have proved that time and again in
the ConGrEssioNaL REecorp. It is non-
defense expenditures. It is money like
this bill—taxpayers money for a few
favored spots in the country—that is
running up our national debt—and run-
ning down our ability to defend our-
selves.

But let us get back fo the war. I know
these gentlemen do not like to talk about
the war. But it is high time somebody
thought about the war. Russia is clos-
ing in. She has taken over world senti-
ment. She has destroyed the Monroe
Doctrine, an intergral part of world law
for a century, and she is thumbing her
nose at us on our own doorstep.

When we finally have to go to war
where will we get the money? We owe
more than we will ever pay. The only
thing left is to start the printing presses.
And how long will that last?

Already we know we will have to fight
by ourselves. The only friend we have
left on earth will be our pocketbook.
And we will be friendless, indeed.

Mr. Speaker, the people are getting
tired paying war taxes in time of peace
and then seeing their money thrown
away on foolishness like this. We are
levying today even the nuisance taxes
we levied in time of war. And with these
war taxes we have taken in the largest
revenues these last years ever collected
by any nation.

But the more we take in the more
we spend. Interest alone on our in-
debtedness is greater than the entire
budget a few years ago. And what have
we got for it? Even if Russia was not
waiting to take us over, this thing can-
not go on forever, It will explode like
an inflated balloon.

Mr. Speaker, let us talk a little com-
monsense here. Let us act like business-
men and quit spending money we do not
have for things we can get along with-
out. Let us close the back door. Let
us lower taxes and give the people a
chance to catch their breath.

Let us vote down this conference re-
port with this silly back-door shenani-
gan put in by the Senate.

It is financial duplicity. It is fiscal
insanity.

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. PELLY].

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the vote
of the House today on the question of
accepting or rejecting the conference
report on the distressed area bill involves
only one issue. That issue has to do
with the method of financing the pro-
gram.

As the Members of this House know,
the President of the United States asked
for a program to be financed by the
normal appropriation process, That is
the way this House passed the bill
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The other body saw fit to provide for
finaneing the program by use of the so-
called back-door method; in other
words, funds would be obtained from the
Secretary of the Treasury in exchange
for evidences of indebtedness, thereby
circumventing mnormal appropriations
and budgetary control procedures.

As I say, the issue is clear. We can,
as the House has often done in the past,
allow the other body to force upon the
House a system of financing which, to
put it mildly, bypasses the traditional
major instrument of congressional con-
trol of the purse strings of Government,
or we can reject the action of the other
body and retain an important safeguard
of economy.

Mr. Speaker, a review of major legis-
lative bills during past years shows that
the traditional prerogative of the House
to initiate appropriations has been ig-
nored by the other body. Secondly, the
House has vacillated when it came to
insisting on the provision for annual
scrutiny and review of committees hav-
ing jurisdiction over appropriations. As
a result, the Congress has abrogated
much of its independence of judgment
and responsibility to the executive
branch. We have been headed toward
one-man rule.

In urging Members to reject this con-
ference report on the sole issue of ifs
continuing the public debt transaction
financing, I call attention to the position
of Congress’ own chief financial officer
on authorizing borrowing from the Treas-
ury. Joseph Campbell, Comptroller
General of the United States, in 1958
wrote a letter to the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, at the committee’s request, and
stated as follows:

‘We believe that the financing of loan pro-
grams through public debt transactions, by
combining program authority with funding
tends to perpetuate programs that might
not otherwlse stand the test of continuing
congressional scrutiny.

The General Accounting Office for
many years has said that funds to finance
Government activities should be made
available to the corporations and agen-
cies responsible for administering the
programs through the normal appropria-
tion processes, rather than through au-
thorizations to finance through public
debt transactions.

Mr. Speaker, recently I addressed a
letter to the President of the United
States with regard to this matter of back-
door spending and in response received
a letter from David Bell, Director of the
Bureau of the Budget. Mr. Bell stated
that the Bureau of the Budget believes
Congress as well as the executive branch
should exercise close authority over the
provision and expenditure of Govern-
ment funds. He stated it favored a pe-
riodic review of emergency spending pro-
grams, such as is achieved through our
normal appropriation process. He stated
it supports the Congress' desire to de-
velop and improve financing arrange-
ments and only made the reservation that
any change in financing arrangements
should be within the framework which
would not disrupt existing basie pro-
grams.
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Of course, this is not an existing pro-
gram and insisting on the appropriation
process would in no manner disrupt it.
I urge Members to vote down the con-
ference report and thereby take a posi-
tion for greater responsibility and control
by Congress over expenditures. We must
have overall responsibility so that the
need and urgency can be weighed against
revenue and economiec conditions. Too,
we must have annual review of programs
in order to see that programs can meet
the test of continued congressional scru-
tiny.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. RaIns].

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion before the House is a very simple
one. Are we for or against those suf-
fering from unemployment? If we are
for them we must back it up by being
willing to take some action to relieve
their plight and cure the basic causes
of chronic unemployment. It is heart-
less to say: “Of course I would lilke to
help the unemployed but I am not will-
ing to do anything about it.”

Mr. Speaker, with one exception, all
the Members who have spoken in opposi-
tion to this conference report, voted
against it on the rollcall the other day
and therefore voted to kill the bill.

Many times over the years past I have
taken the well of the House to voice the
opposite viewpoint of some of my
esteemed friends with reference to
Treasury spending. I would like to call
the attention of a great many of the
Members on the other side of the aisle
that during the last 8 years they have
voted literally billions of dollars for
back-door financing through the Ex-
port-Import Bank and various interna-
tional organizations for people all over
the world.

The amount of direct Treasury financ-
ing in S. 1 is relatively small when com-
pared with some of the earlier requests
on this basis. Just 2 years ago the Re-
publican Administration requested and
obtained $4.5 billion for the Interna-
tional Bank and the International
Monetary Fund. That was $4.5 billion
authorized by the backdoor route of the
Treasury, if you will, and it was re-
quested and supported by some of those
who are now most vocal in their opposi-
tion to using this method of financing
to meet a pressing domestic problem.
Apparently this method is all right to as-
sist foreign countries but cannot be used
to help our own people.

Then I pose the question, If you can
give it to somebody in Timbuktu, with
Treasury financing, why can you not give
it to somebody who has been out of a
job somewhere here in America?

You would assume from some of the
speeches heard here today that some-
body actually goes up to the back door
of the Treasury and slips the money out
of the Treasury and runs off with it.
I make the suggestion that other com-
mittees of the Congress are just as sane
and just as sensible as the Committee
on Appropriations, and I have a high re-
gard for every one of the members of
that committee.

In this instance the Treasury financ-
ing is going to be used for loans repay-
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able to the Treasury of the United States.
The money that is not repayable to the
Treasury of the United States under this
conference report, in the amount of $75
million for public facility grants, is in
the hands of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Some of my good friends forget that
we financed the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration through back-door spending.
They forget that we financed TVA
through back-door spending. I think
some of us fail to remember that the
Export-Import Bank that we hope is
going to do a good job to help bring
about the settlement of a lot of our
problems with the rest of the world was
financed through so-called back-door
spending. I would like for the people
of the cities to remember that we fi-
nanced the greater portion of urban re-
newal by back-door spending; I would
like for the people of the small towns
to remember that we have and will con-
tinue to finance community facilities
such as the construction of sewer sys-
tems and other projects throughout this
country in this way.

The point I make is this: The issue
before the Congress today is the same
as it was when we passed the bill be-
fore—whether or not we want to do
anything to aid the distressed areas of
America. We have passed two bills in
previous Congresses and they have been
vetoed. This Congress passed the bill
by an overwhelming vote. But today a
scarecrow is being brought in as if this
is something new, dangerous, and will
bankrupt America. This is a common
method that we have used before, since
long before I came to the Congress, in
the financing of programs of this kind.
It is done by responsible legislative com-
mittees of Congress.

The need for this assistance is imme-
diate and pressing. In fact, this bill
should have become law long before
now. No good purpose would be served
by holding up the program while it went
back over the appropriations hurdle.

Mr. Speaker, I fail to see the point
of the crys of alarm which are voiced
against the direct Treasury method of
financing. This in no way relaxes con-
gressional control of the purse strings.
And let me say, I defend this control as
stanchly as anyone here, but I do not
think the question is relevant. Every
single Member of the House had full
opportunity to offer amendments on the
provisions of the bill when it was consid-
ered before and every Member had the
opportunity to vote on it.

The Congress set the dollar limitations
on the program in this bill aiter careful
study and extensive hearings of the
Banking and Currency Committee and
in consultation with administration of-
ficials. These are the amounts recom-
mended by the administration and it is
generally agreed by those who support
the program that this is the amount
necessary to get the program underway.

Certainly the $394 million is a mini-
mum amount. In view of the size and
vital importance of the problem we
could not conscientiously do with less.
There is no possibility that the Depart-
ment of Commerce can take this money
and go off on a long-term major pro-
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gram without having to come back to
the Congress at some point for addi-
tional funds. In fact, the conference
report carries a 4-year cutoff date on
the program. This is a provision from
the Senate bill and means that the pro-
gram will die in 4 years unless the Con-
gress, after reviewing it, finds that the
money is being well spent and the pro-
gram is doing the job.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that I felt it nec-
essary to talk so long on this feature of
the bill. As I said earlier, I feel that
debate on this point is no longer rele-
vant. The Senate has now approved the
conference report with this feature in
it, and the only choice we have today is
to vote the bill up or down. I am confi-
dent that the House will approve this
measure today. The reasons for doing
s0 are extremely pressing. They involve
the plight of millions of people, the un-
employed, and the families in areas of
chronic economic distress. I simply can-
not imagine any of my colleagues vot-
ing against this bill and then going home
to his constituents and telling them he
really wanted to do something for them
but he got involved in a side issue on
how to finance the program.

Therefore I say to you, Mr. Speaker,
this is not a fight on back-door spending.
This is a fight on the administration’s
distressed area bill. This is the position
of the administration, which I take, and
which this conference report takes. Any
vote to the contrary is a vote in opposi-
tion to the wishes of the administration.

I hope this conference report will be
adopted, as it should be.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. Forpnl.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, we have on
this occasion a unique opportunity to
come to grips with this problem and the
basic issue of back-door spending. Over
the years there has developed this tech-
nique of making money available for
programs after the authorization legis-
lation has been approved; the money to
be made available without further con-
trol or consideration by the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, these programs have
grown up and have been continued, and
never in the past have we ever been able
to change the course that was started
in the first instance. But today we have
a new program which the proponents
seek to embark on by financing by a
back-door spending program. If we
want to change the method of financing,
this is the time to doit.

So, our opportunity today is unique.
It is a single issue which will be decided
by this vote this afternoon. At the same
time, we have a last chance to meet this
issue head on because if this confer-
ence report is approved, never again will
we have a chance to change the method
of financing. If we approve this confer-
ence report, no committee of the House
of Representatives will ever, on an an-
nual basis, truly analyze or scrutinize
the expenditure programs under this
basiec legislation; never again.

I do not contend, I will say to my good
friend from Alabama, that the members
of the House Committee on Appropria-
tions are any saner or any more respon-
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sible than the members of any other
committee of the House of Representa-
tives. I do say, however, that the pro-
cedures of the House Committee on
Appropriations require that we have
annual analyses and scrutiny of the
many requests for the future, and at the
same time we conduct a yearly review
of the expenditures of the past. If you
want that kind of sound and sensible
approach to the fiscal operations of this
$300 million program, I respectfully sug-
gest that we vote down the conference
report. Then we can approve the kind
of financing provisions which were in-
cluded in the bill at the time this body
acted affirmatively.

I say as emphatically as I can that we
must meet this issue head on. It is a
unique opportunity for us. And, sec-
ondly, if we do not win on this issue
today, forever, as far as this program is
concerned, we have capitulated to the
exclusive conftrol and jurisdiction of
financing by the executive branch of the
Government.

I think we have seen in my time, and
certainly before, the erosion of congres-
sional control over expenditures by the
utilization of the back-door method of
financing, and if we do not ereect the
barriers, if we do not put a roadblock
on this kind of process and procedure
right here today, the responsibility of
the Congress over the expenditures, the
withdrawals from the Treasury, will be
less and less. Consequently I urge that
on this issue and this issue alone, today,
we disapprove this conference report.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SAYLOR].

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I urge
that this conference report be accepted.
The House conferees were successful in
almost every phase of the conference ex-
cept the manner of financing, Let us
look at this phase of the report. If you
will examine this conference report you
will find that this establishes a program
that is to begin on the 30th day of June
1961, and terminate June 30, 1965, a
definite term that was not included in
the House version of the bill, After that
date the program is to be liquidated by
the Secretary of the Treasury. The
amount of money to be expended in that
period of time is definitely established in
the bill. The agency will be required to
report to Congress annually and such
reports shall give full and complete in-
formation concerning the operation of
the program; and if any member of the
Committee on Appropriations or any
Member of Congress does not like what
is in the report, he can bring the matter
to the floor of the House or have a con-
gressional committee investigate the en-
tire program. This is the Congress of the
United States which is superior to any
committee of either the House or Senate
telling the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment that they are to go to the Treas-
ury and get their money and the manner
in which they will do it, and it is not
only limited in the period of time but
in the amount of money it can spend.

Mr. Speaker, if this conference report
is voted down what you are saying is that
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this agency will have to come back after
this program is approved, to the Appro-
priations Committee of the House, and
then the Finance Committee of the Sen-
ate four times during the next 4 years.
Then, if the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Finance Committee like
the program they will get their money.
Otherwise they will not. If you believe
in a program that will help the distressed
areas of this country, if you believe we
have a duty to help the citizens of our
country who live in these depressed
areas, I urge you to vote for this con-
ference report.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. TABER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I think
perhaps I ought to bring into this situa-
tion an experience that I had myself in
my own district with reference to back-
door spending. We had two large groups
of houses built in one place and two very
large apartment houses in another.
They went sour and the Government had
to take them on their back-door guaran-
tee. The Government lost several mil-
lions of dollars. That is the kind of
thing you get into when you have that
kind of approach.

We cannot afford in this country to
give up to the Executive the power of the
purse that is in the Congress. If we do
that and do not know what we are do-
ing when we make our appropriations,
we are going to be in trouble. We are in
trouble now because we have such an
enormous debt. We are in trouble be-
cause we have been too careless in the
way we have operated and provided for
the protection of our interests.

The only way we can do it is to stop
providing a back-door entrance to the
Treasury. Every time we do that we
get in deeper and deeper. Last year
alone there were back-door appropria-
tions of $5.7 billion; and actually I think
there was a great deal more.

‘We have had enormous losses on these
backdoor operations. The Commodity
Credit Corporation is an example.
That has been the way they were
financed. Whether they would have
been any better if it had been done any
other way I do not know. But I should
like to see us try to do the job in such a
way that we could protect the Treasury.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., TABER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. I want to make this
brief comment. I have listened to this
debate. It is very clear to me that those
who insist on the Appropriations Com-
mittee process are right in this argu-
ment, and I am going to vote against this
conference report.

I also want to make it very clear in
the light of some of the things that were
said here that if this conference report
is voted down the chairman of the com-
mittee can immediately move for ap-
pointment of new conferees and a bill
can be forthcoming from the new con-
ferees after conference with the other
body that will provide for this program.
I defy anyone to challenge the correct-
ness of my statement in that regard.
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Mr. TABER. The gentleman has
stated the situation exactly correctly.

Mr. HALLECK. As a matter of fact,
all we are doing in asking Members to
vote against this conference report is,
first of all, to maintain the position that
was taken by the House Committee on
Banking and Currency and by the House
itself, which provided for the Appropri-
ations Committee process, and also we
will be standing by the original recom-
mendation of the administration.

Mr. TABER. That is the only way
the Congress is going to be able to keep
the country’s finances right side up.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. GARY. May I ask the gentleman
this question: Is it not true that the
regular appropriations processes and the
Appropriations Committee are trusted
with our defense appropriations, upon
which the national defense of this
country rests?

Mr. TABER. That is exactly correct,
and that runs into right around $40 bil-
lion a year.

Mr. GARY. If that is true, is there
any reason why they cannot be trusted
in a case of this kind?

Mr. TABER. There isnot.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. DERWINSKI].

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, after
this period of debate it is becom-
ing clear that we are down to one basic
issue, that is, of removing the smoke-
screen some people are trying to put
over this debate. I am opposed to de-
pressed areas legislation. I do not ap-
prove of the bhill. However, all that we
are trying to do is make the best of a
bad situation. There is no attempt in
connection with this conference report
today to defeat the legislation. The
legislation will be passed. The back-
door financing is the only issue,

I have been a Member of Congress
long enough to appreciate the complaint
that some of the veteran Members have
of the irresponsible attitude the bureau-
crats and the agencies have toward the
Congress. I have heard complaints of
congressional committees having dif-
fleulty in getting information from
certain agencies, the reason being that
we no longer have control of the purse
strings.

I would like to make it perfectly clear
that should we defeat the conference
report there will be a depressed areas
bill. This is obvious. All we are trying
to do is support the position of the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
and support the position and the philos-
ophy of good, veteran Members of Con-
gress, in retaining through congressional
appropriations procedures the necessary
congressional balancing of the executive
department powers.

I would also like to point out to the
gentlemen on my right that certainly
the support of the Appropriations Com-
mittee is in accordance with good, sound
Jeffersonian Democratic philosophy. I
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should think that Thomas Jefferson, the
founder of the Democratic Party, would
be proud this afternoon if the men who
bear his party's label will support the
appropriation process, reject backdoor
financing, and support responsible ac-
tion in connection with spending the
funds requested in this bill. The
charges made by the gentleman from
Alabama are inaccurate distortions and
do not contribute to proper understand-
ing of the issue before us, basically tradi-
tional congressional control of the Na-
tion’s purse strings.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. McDoNouGHI.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
think the point has been made very clear
that this is definitely, first of all, an ex-
periment. We have never passed this
kind of legislation heretofore. Asan ex-
periment, we are not certain how it is
going to be administered. For that rea-
son, it should not be given the blank
cneck privilege of back-door spending.
As a member of the conference, we sat
for 3 days and on every occasion the
conferees on the other side of the aisle
adamantly maintained their position,
that the House had voted an appropria-
tion bill and that they were going to
stand on the appropriation policy. To-
ward the end of the last day, the policy
was suddenly changed and the Demo-
crat conferees capitulated, as I was in-
formed, at the request from the ad-
ministration. The administration bill
that passed the House was for appropri-
ations. So the administration was orig-
inally for appropriations—then at the
last minute, in order to convince the
Democrat conferees that they were on
the wrong side, according to the admin-
istration’s change of policy, they asked
them to change. The gentleman from
Alabama, my colleague on the confer-
ence committee [Mr, Rains], was present
and voted for the passing of this bill.
Now he argues against this kind of pol-
icy. We are at present in hearings on
the new housing bill. We are going to
be called upon to vote for $7 billion of
back-door spending, if that bill comes
to the floor in its present condition. The
gentleman from Alabama who is the
ranking member of the subcommittee
on housing has advocated funds for hous-
ing for the elderly for a number of years,
and we have supported him. But, it has
always been on appropriations and not
by the back-door spending. I want to
make one or two points clear. First of
all, the defeat of the conference report
does not defeat the bill. If the admin-
istration wants a depressed area bill,
they certainly ought to be able to take
it on the appropriation basis and re-
gardless of the arguments you have
heard from others that this is going to
kill the bill, it is not true. We can pro-
ceed and call for a new conference and
we could go into conference and we
could maintain our position. The House
went to conference with instructions to
maintain the appropriation policy, and
your conferees maintained it except for
the last few hours on the third day, and
you will notice that the conference re-
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port does not contain the name of a
single member of the Republican con-
ferees. I recommend a “no” vote on the
conference report.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
assume that my colleagues have taken
legislative notice of the fact that praec-
tically all Members who have spoken
against the conference report—if not all
of them—are Members who voted
against the bill. They are opposed to
this legislation. This is an effort made
in the hope that there will be nothing
passed at all. Furthermore, when it
gets into the hands of the committee
that is seeking it, of course, it will be a
much different bill in its effect than
what is necessary in the best interests
of our country. This is a bill providing
for $300 million of loans. That is where
the public debt transaction policy ap-
plies. It does not apply to the appro-
priations for grants or for administra-
tive expenses of $94 million.

Furthermore, under the rules of the
House, the standing committee is sup-
posed to supervise the administration
of bills. All standing committees out
of which a bill is reported are supposed
to do that, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations on the yearly appropria-
tions on the grants and administrative
expenses have complete opportunity to
scrutinize the program. Furthermore,
this is a 4-year program. There is a
time limit on the program.

This bill is aimed to help America, to
help communities in America to help
themselves in lifting the economic blight
that exists in various communities in
our country.

If we do not have the public debt
transaction provision, the ability to get
maximum results will not be accom-
plished. Members of the Appropria-
tions Committee talk about this. Why,
they have included it in appropriation
bills themselves. Whenever they in-
cluded a contract obligation they have
included a public debt transaction in its
broadest aspects. They had to do it;
and I approved of it because in connec-
tion with defense, for example, the mak-
ing of contracts for several years is
necessary, and the agency had to have
the contract authority to do so.

Why the argument against something
to help the chronic unemployed of Amer-
ica? And remember that for every dol-
lar loaned, local communities and loeal
business interests will have to contrib~
ute a given amount, running into the
millions,

Why the opposition to a bill of this
kind?

The same principle was involved in
the rural electrification program. I
voted for the REA program. The Gov-
ernment has made money out of that
program. We did not hear any argu-
ment against the use of this policy in
the Federal Highway Act. We did not
hear it when only a few weeks ago the
veterans housing bill came up. Right
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after this conference report is disposed
of the extension of Public Law 480 comes
up, and the public debt transaction is a
fundamental part of that law. So im-
mediately after this conference report
is disposed of we are going to have an-
other bill which provides for a public
debt transaction. I wonder how many
of those who represent agricultural dis-
triects who oppose this conference report
will take the floor and make any com-
ment about the public debt transaction
in relation to Public Law 480? And
there are so many other bills. There is
the small business loan bill involving
a public debt transaction. There are
commodity eredit loans; there is slum
clearance; there is the home loan guar-
antee, the Veterans’ Administration;
there is the FHA. Yes, that benefits the
contractors. I am for it because we
need homes. But in that bill is in-
cluded a public debt transaction. All
of these bills that have been enacted into
law have included a public debt transac-
tion because it was necessary to do so in
order to make them operate effectively
and efficiently. Now, we come to one
bill involving $300 million loans to help
the communities of America to rebuild
themselves economically to improve em-
ployment opportunities and they are
vigorously fighting this conference re-
port. I hope it will be adopted.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BYrRNE] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the legislation providing $394
million for aid to depressed areas in the
country is long overdue. If the previous
administration had supported such a bill,
the depression resulting from its poli-
cies—and which we inherited from
them—might not have been so severe;
and we might have had some measure
of recovery generated through the stimu-
lus it would have given our economy.

My State of Pennsylvania has been af-
fected most severely. We have thou-
sands of unemployed in various sections
of our State, and the detrimental ef-
fects have spread to Philadelphia, and
throughout the entire State.

We are spending billions of dollars to
help the economy of other nations
throughout the world. Is it too much
to ask that we at least use a small pro-
portion of our resources to alleviate con-
ditions just as bad amongst our own citi-
zens? Five and a half million Americans
are out of work. In some sections of the
country, the major portion of the em-
ployable workers are in the ranks of the
unemployed. In these communities it is
not a spotty condition. It is definitely
disastrous, with not much relief in sight
if we do not enact this legislation. It
will get worse, not better, within a very
short time; and the repercussions will
be felt in adjacent communities, which
already have their share of unemploy-
ment due to the depression,
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I know we again hear the familiar cry
of socialism coming from those who have
opposed every biece of social legislation
which has been enacted in the last 25
or 30 years. They have no convinecing
argument against the merits of this legis-
lation, so the same group indulges in the
same ery; they use the same tactics of
obstruction; they trot out the old buga-
boos that they used to fight social se-
curity, unemployment benefits, wage
and hour laws, and every other worth-
while law that has meant much to
the well-being of the average American
family,

I strongly urge quick passage of this
legislation as sponsored by President
Kennedy and the Democratic adminis-
tration,

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I in-
tend to vote for the conference report
because I have long been an advocate of
distressed areas legislation and have in
fact cosponsored the distressed areas
bill.

I am, however, greatly disturbed that
the Stratton amendment which I of-
fered to the legislation in the House and
which was included as section 27 of the
bill as it passed the House was deleted
by the conference committee. This
amendment simply provided that some
action be taken within the Government
to coordinate its operations so that the
protection which this bill would give to
unemployment areas would not be com-
pletely nullified and undone by the ae-
tion of the Defense Department in clos-
ing down defense installations across the
country., Specifically, my amendment
provided that when such an installation
was to be closed down in an area suf-
fering from 6 percent or more unemploy-
ment the Secretary of Commerce would
make a study of the economic effects of
this closing and would report on it to
Congress and to the Secretary of Defense,
My amendment laid no requirement
upon the Department of Defense and
did not in fact, even prevent the Depart-
ment in the slightest from closing down
any installation it so desired. It simply
made it possible for Congress and the
public to take a second, long look at the
economic consequences of the Defense
Department’s action. In view of the
sweeping economic changes that are
likely to occur in the next few months
across the United States as one military
base after another is closed down, surely
the provisions of my amendment would
seem to represent the very minimum
which we as a Congress should do to deal
with this serious situation.

I am particularly disturbed because
the Stratton amendment was deleted
from the conference report, so I have
been advised, at the express request of
the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary
apparently wants no outside interference
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at all with his action, in closing down
military bases across the country in the
next few months. In fact, Mr. McNa-
mara's views on this subject were ex-
pressed rather forcefully just the other
day in an address to the annual luncheon
meeting of the Associated Press at the
Waldorf Astoria Hotel in New York City,
in which he said:

We cannot afford to modify these decisions
to accommodate local or prl\ra.ta interests no
matter how legitimate.

Again he went on to say:

The basis of the previous policy has been
the fear that decisions taken upon sound
military grounds may be upset by the pres-
sures of local and private interests. I ex-
pect to make it clear that our decislons, once
taken, will not be subject to reversal except
for changes in the facts on which they were
based originally.

Very frankly, Mr. Speaker, I cannot
go along with Secretary McNamara in
this expression of an almost moral fervor
in resistance to any attempt, “no mat-
ter how legitimate,” to point out to the
Department of Defense and to the pub-
lic the impact in terms of human jobs
and lives that some of these base clos-
ings will most assuredly entail. Certain-
ly no one wants to make the Defense De-
partment into a WPA. Certainly no one
wants to continue jobs or military op-
erations which are clearly unnecessary
or obsolete. But by the same token I
do not think we can take any particular
pride in saying that we will just shut our
eyes to the economic impact of these
closings or that the Department of De-
fense is somehow above and beyond the
requirement to be as much concerned
with unemployment areas as is every
other agency of our Federal Govern-
ment.

To imply, for example, that an at-
tempt to protect the jobs of one’s fellow
citizens and to keep their families
together at a time of economic recession
is somehow a kind of “pork barrel” oper-
ation or typifies some type of nefarious
“logrolling” is, I think, to perform a
grave disservice to our American people
and ultimately to the defense program
itself.

Mr, Speaker, the fact that the Secre-
tary of Defense insisted that the Strat-
ton amendment be taken ouf of this
legislation is at least evidence that he
is aware that some of us in this body
are deeply concerned with this problem
and do not intend to remain silent on
it. Indeed in his address to the Asso-
ciated Press he went on to say:

We have an obligation to take steps to
mitigate the consequences of these closings
for the people affected.

He also said:

I anticlpate that we and the communities
affected by these decislons will join together
to take the time between the action and the
closing to develop plans to reduce the impact
of the change.

All of this is certainly to the good, and
I commend the Secretary for it. In fact,
in addition to this statement, I received
today in the mail a letter from the Secre-
tary which describes in even greater
detail the steps which he intends to take
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to meet to some extent the economic
impact which these base closings will
have, and at this point I include the
Secretary’s letter in the REcorp:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., April 25, 1961,
Hon. SAMUEL S, STRATTON,
House of Representatives.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN STRATTON: I know that
you have been very concerned as to the eco-
nomiec implications involved in the inactiva-
tion and disposal of unneeded bases and
installations. We, too, are very anxious that
all possible care be taken to minimize unem-
ployment problems that could result from
such actions, and to lessen the impact on
the communities concerned to the greatest
extent we can.

The President also recognized, in his spe-
cial message on the Defense budget, that
problems could be created, and stated: “We
cannot permit these actions to be deferred;
but the Government will make every prac-
ticable efiort to alleviate these hardships, and
I have directed the Secretary of Defense to
take every possible step to ease the difficul-
ties for those displaced.”

Consistent with the President's instrue-
tlons, we have established a broad program
within the Defense Department to attack
the employment and community problems
in a number of ways. First, we will review
very carefully all installations and bases, and
will reach decisions as to those to be reduced
in scope, or closed, only after studying all
of the facts.

In cases where our actions could cause
economic dislocations, the Commerce Depart-
ment, the Labor Department, and others,
can be of assistance during the decision-
making process. Once our decisions have
been reached they will be made public as
quickly as possible. In this way we will have
the maximum time possible to solve em-
ployee and community problems during the
phaseout period. We will, where possible,
keep actual phaseout plans flexible so that
adjustments can be made to meet special
problems.

During the phase-down period, we intend
to take all possible steps to find jobs for em-
ployees affected, whether such jobs be with
the Defense Department, with other Govern-
ment agencies, or with private industry. To
do this we will, where necessary, modify exist-
ing personnel regulations; we will establish
special personnel officers; we will draw upon
the Civil Service Commission and the Labor
Department; and we will work closely with
community groups. Here again, we will as-
sure the maximum feasible time between the
decision and the actual closing since normal
attrition will help solve unemployment prob-
lems.

Dealing with employee problems is, how-
ever, not the whole answer. We must also
attempt to make unneeded facilities available
on a schedule, and in a condition, to provide
the best chance for their being put to worth-
while use. Here we are working, and will
continue to work closely, with the General
Bervices Administration, the Commerce and
Labor Departments, the Small Business Ad-
ministration, and others. In connection with
our recently announced actions, for example,
we are now making visits to affected com-
munities, together with representatives of the
Departments and Agencies referred to above.
We will meet with community groups during
these visits, and attempt to find mutually
satisfactory answers to the problems they are
facing.

As you can see, we are attempting to deal
with all facets of this matter. For this pur-
pose, we have created a specific organization
within the Defense Department which we will
modify or add to as appears necessary. We
are well aware that we can never completely
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eliminate the local problems incident to our
decisions to close installations. We are con-
fident, however, that we can go a long way
toward softening them, and at the same time
comply with the President’'s wish that we
eliminate activities and installations which
are of no further use in the national defense,
in the light of the new challenges and re-
quirements facing the Nation.
Bincerely yours,
ROBERT S. MCNAMARA,

This is fine, Mr. Speaker, and I par-
ticularly congratulate Secretary Mc-
Namara for the steps he has taken in
creating a separate agency within the De-
partment of Defense to deal with this
problem. This is much more considera-
tion than we were ever to get from the
Defense Department before, and I dare-
say it is in part a direct result of the
action of this House in adopting my
amendment to the distressed areas bill.

But I do not believe that this is a re-
sponsibility which we in Congress can or
should leave entirely and exclusively to
voluntary action by the Secretary of De-
fense. We have a responsibility of our
own here too, and I think it must be
discharged in some kind of appropriate
legislation. Let nobody think that the
closing down of military bases has come
to an end by any means. Only the other
day, on Friday, April 21, Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense Roswell L. Gilpatrie, in
an address reported in the Washington
Post for that date said that there will be
new closings of defense bases “on a scale
never done before” in American history.
And the published report in the Wash-
ington Post indicated that these an-
nouncements “of the new list of larger
airbases, Army posts, and Navy yards
will be withheld until Congress goes
home."

Mr. Speaker, at this point I include the
article from the Washington Post refer-
ring to Secretary Gilpatric’s remarks:

Many More Bases WiLL B Savr Down,
PENTAGON DECLARES

(By John G. Norris, staff reporter)

The Eennedy administration intends to
shut down many, many more outmoded mili-
tary bases and plow back the savings of
“hundreds of millions” of maintenance dol-
lars to bolster defense, a high Pentagon of-
ficial said yesterday.

Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell L.
Gilpatric served notice of the new closings—
“on a scale never done before”—in an ad-
dress to the American Society of Newspaper
Editors. He asked editorial support of such
an unpopular move.

“We're not kidding ourselves it will be
easy,” Gilpatric sald. “We’ll need public
support, determination and a program to
minimize the impact on local communities
affected.”

SPECIFICS WITHHELD

Plans to close 73 defense bases—most of
them small facilities—already have been an-
nounced. Announcement of the new list of
larger “air bases, Army posts and navy
yards” will be withheld untll Congress goes
home, a Pentagon official said.

Gilpatric sald the Natlon must have a
greater capacity for handling “sub-limited
war” such as in Laos and Cuba—as well as
stronger, hardened major-war forces—be-
cause several such small conflicts may have
to be faced at the same time.

Mr. Speaker, in fact, just this morn-
ing in the New York Times there is a
report that two-thirds of the Nation’s
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150 major industrial centers still show
substantial unemployment in spite of re-
ports of pick-up in business activity. I
feel very strongly that in the light of
these figures we in Congress must write
some kind of legislation to see that the
executive branch does everything possi-
ble to ease the impact of defense base
closings and not leave it solely and sim-
ply to the discretion of the Defense De-
partment alone, particularly when the
press reports that closings are going to
take place at a rate never before seen in
the history of our country, and are going
to be announced just as soon as the
elected Representatives of Congress get
out of town.

Mr. Speaker, while I intend, as I say,
to vote for the conference report, I want
therefore to serve notice at this point
that I intend to continue my fight for
legislation to protect unemployment
areas from the added hardship which
defense closings are bound to create.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
fucky?

There was no objection.

Mr, PIRNIE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Becker] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report makes it impossible to
support and vote for this legislation, if
for no other reason than the back-door
spending injected by the other body. If
the Congress intends to spend money
in any area of our country, then it should
approach the matter by making direct
appropriations from the Treasury and
not seek to increase the national debt
by authorizing the issuance of Treasury
bonds that merely increases the debt and
also the annual deficit, which leads to
further inflation. This in no wise aids
the lower income families or the un-
employed. It causes them to pay more
for the very necessities of life upon
which they are dependent. If the Demo-
cratic-controlled Congress wishes to face
up to their responsibility, then they
should appropriate and tax accordingly.
If they desire to spend, then they must
seek the revenue. This is the only hon-
est way to head off inflation and in-
creased national debt. As an aspect to
this depressed areas problem, I am in-
serting herewith a resolution passed by
the Conference of Appalachian Gover-
nors, at Lexington, Ky., October 18, 1960.
I am also inserting a letter I sent to the
Governor of Kentucky in reply. It is in-
dicative of the times that I did not re-
ceive any reply to the questions I asked
in my letter. I wonder why? I cannot
in good conscience vote for this confer-
ence report. This is no way to proceed
to try to solve a vexing problem.
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Good legislation, technically, is that

which accurately sizes up a problem and

poses sensible steps for its solution.

When legislation does not meet these
standards, it is bad legislation, no mat-
ter what its original intent may have
been.

The administration has stressed the
importance of solving the problem of
depressed areas in our economy. Un-
doubtedly this is an important measure,
but there are those of us who believe
that the administration’s solution to the
problem of the depressed area is, at best,
ineffective.

A depressed area, by current defini-
tion, is a geographic section, within the
bounds of which exist wholesale unem-
ployment and unbalanced economic con-
ditions. The definition in itself assumes
that there are accurate and measurable
stages of economic development, and that
there are sensible methods by which eco-
nomic stimuli may be applied to a given
area with the specific intention of end-
ing unemployment.

But when these stimuli create arti-
ficial, unnatural, conditions, we have
only substituted one problem for an-
other. And the new problem would, in
this case, be infinitely more serious.

Unemployment is not a nationwide
problem. It is spotted in certain areas
such as the coal mining States—Penn-
sylvania, West Virginia, Kentucky, In-
diana, and so forth—and the automobile
manufacturing State—Michigan.

If our country is producing consumer
goods at increasing rates and increasing
inventories, it is logical to assume that
giving Federal money to put up plants
in presently depressed areas must create
unemployment in competitive areas
which are not now classified as “de-
pressed.”

In the long run, the only effective an-
swer to the problem will come from the
cities and towns themselves, as they
learn to adapt their natural resources
and manpower potential to the needs of
new industry. The only lasting way to
solve the problem is through coordi-
nation of effort, with the Government
working with business. Only business
and industry can create jobs. The Gov-
ernment cannot.

The depressed areas bill—at this writ-
ing, in debate by a conference commit-
tee of the House and Senate—has two
unsatisfactory aspects. The first is in
its structure; the second, in its financing.

Briefly, the bill would establish a $200
million loan fund to help communities
expand present industries and attract
new ones. Technically, any communi-
ty—depressed or otherwise—would be
eligible to apply for these Federal loan
funds. The bill will also provide money
for roads, utilities, and other public fa-
cilities deemed necessary to attract new
industry. Could this not lead to Federal
hospital grants, school grants, library
grants, et cetera?

Provision is also made for a fund to
maintain unemployed workers while they
are undergoing training to develop new
skills, and to provide such vocational re-
habilitation.

There are not only the dangers pointed
out above, but there is needless duplica-
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tion of existing Federal agency pro-
grams, such as the HHFA and the voca-
tional rehabilitation program of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

The loan provisions of the bill are so
constructed that a depressed area would
often find it easier to go on the open
market for development funds, since they
could borrow at significantly lower in-
terest rates than could be obtained from
the Federal Government. By going to
the open market, they would, of course,
stimulate the entire economy.

To quote the minority view of the
House Banking and Currency Commit-
tee:

This is not a bill to solve the general un-
employment problem. This is not a bill to
meet the problems arising from structural
unemployment. This is not even a good
depressed areas bill. Only 1 out of 17 un-
employed workers In industrial depressed
areas and only 1 out of 37 underemployed
workers in rural areas could get jobs out of
this bill.

However, the substantive objections to
this bill are far outweighed by a more
immediate concern—its proposed method
of financing. The Douglas bill (S. 1)
would call for back-door spending. The
House bill would require that this gi-
gantic $400 million program go through
the regular—and authorized—channels
of the Appropriations Committees.

“Back-door spending” is a term used
to denote that practice of bypassing con-
gressional scrutiny of the use of public
funds. Under this practice, Congress au-
thorizes an existing Federal agency to
borrow a specific amount of money from
the Treasury. To finance this, the Trea-
sury must resort to selling Government
bonds on the open market.

Such an appropriation is not reflected
in the budget or authorized by the Ap-
propriations Committees, but it does be-
come a part of the public debt. By so
doing, it casts an inaccurate light on our
country’s fiscal picture.

The House of Representatives is con-
stitutionally charged with the responsi-
bility of balancing unlimited fiscal de-
mands with limited revenues. No matter
what the need for a depressed areas pro-
gram may be, the fact remains that the
very economy we seek to stimulate by
aid to depressed areas will be seriously
damaged if the Government itself be-
comes so enmeshed in deficit spending
that our entire economic picture goes out
of focus.

I believe that a program to aid eco-
nomically depressed areas must be con-
sidered. But before I will concede that
it is good legislation, I must be satis-
fied that it meets the criteria I men-
tioned. It must recognize the problem
as it is and pose sensible and effective
steps for its solution.

CONFERENCE OF APPALACHIAN (GOVERNORS, LEX-
INGTON, KY., OcroBer 18, 1960
A RESOLUTION SUBSCRIBING TO AND SUPPORTING

A DECLARATION FOR ACTION REGARDING THE

APPALACHIAN REGION

Be it resolved by the Governors of States
with areas lying in the Appalachian region,
in conference assembled at Lezington, Ky.,
That they do subscribe to and support the
following Declaration for Action Regarding
the Appalachian Region.
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In many heavily populated areas of the
Appalachian region, a chronic condition of
underdevelopment and severe unemployment
exists. As a result, many people are denied
reasonable economic and cultural opportuni-
ties through no fault of their own. In addi-
tion, the productive force in both physical
and human resources is severely limited in
its contribution to the Nation, while the
costs of essentlal welfare services are stead-
ily increasing.

We, the Governors of the Appalachian
Btates, deplore the deprivation and lack of
opportunity for these people. This situa-
tion can be alleviated through purposeful
and dynamiec use of resources and technology
available to us today.

By underdevelopment we mean that basic
handicaps to development of adequate fa-
cilities involving transportation and water
resources have in turn hindered the local
abllity to support necessary public services
and private enterprise activity. Because of
such basic deficlencies, the success of local
development activity in all areas of life is
severely handicapped.

This region has great resources. Its peo-
ple are productive and self-reliant. Tech-
nological advances have displaced the em-
ployment opportunity of many workers.

Therefore, we believe that a special re-
glonal program of development is required
and justified in terms of both the necessity
to treat the human need and the opportu-
nity to realize the region’s potential to con-
tribute to its own and the State and National
economies.

Such a program, to be effective, must in-
volve local, State, and Federal governments,
and both private and public forces, and must
provide for:

A, The creation of major economic facili-
ties such as key roads and water control
facilities, required to provide the people of
the region with essential services and to en-
able them to make their own contribution to
national progress.

B, Establishment of a comprehensive State
and regional development program for posi-
tive and constructive action in appropriate
flelds of actlvity including forestry, agricul-
ture, mineral resources, and tourist travel;
industrial and community development;
education, health, and welfare.

To this end, we propose to form and con-
tinue a voluntary association of our States
to advance this program of regional develop-
ment.

We pledge our assistance and encourage-
ment to citizens working to carry out
programs of development in the local com-
munities and areas of this reglon. We look
especlally to the application of personal
initiative, imagination, and work as the es-
sential element in the solution of the region's
problems.

We urge that the candidates for the Office
of President and the Congress recognize the
pressing needs of the Appalachian reglon.
Appropriate Federal participation is neces-
sary.

We insist that high priority be given to
the increasingly crucial needs of the people
of this region and pledge our own maximum
and joint efforts to this end.

NoveMBER 8, 1060.
Hon. BErRT THOMAS COMBS,
Governor, State of Kentucky,
Frankjort, Ky.

Dear Governor: This is to acknowledge re-
ceipt of your letter, together with the copy
of resolutions passed by the Governors of
the States in the Appalachian region. It is
a very laudible resolution, but the last para-
graph intrigues me, wherein it states: “We
insist that high priority be given to the in-
creasingly crucial needs of the people of this
region and pledge our own maximum and
joint efforts to this end.”
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I am wondering just what efforts these
Btates are putting forth and what they are
doing to solve this problem. It seems to me
that, if every problem is coming to the Fed-
eral Government dealing with local areas,
we might as well give up our State charters
and have a complete centralized Government.
It would also seem that, when a resolution
of this kind is passed and sent to the Mem-
bers of Congress, it would also contain a de-
talled statement of just what the Btates are
doing on their own volitlon, and in what
specific way the Federal Government should
step in.

Yours very truly,
FrANK J. BECKER,
Member of Congress.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to express my support of the aid-to-
depressed-areas bill. This legislation
will permit the administration of Presi-
dent Kennedy to move ahead on major
proposals which will permit urgently
needed action to save many metropolitan
areas where whole industrial complexes
have been consumed with dry rot.

This legislation which failed passage
in the House a year ago, will be the salva-
tion of many cities that are facing eco-
nomic crisis because of the flight of in-
dustries to suburban and rural areas.

The act will permit local governments,
industrial commissions and other simi-
lar local agencies and private business to
receive financial aid from the Federal
Government either in the form of loans
or grants for the purpose of rebuilding
facilities. New and modern industrial
structures, close to shipping terminals
will be attractive to business.

In this case, the chronic unemploy-
ment, that has plagued many areas for
years will be relieved and the whole eco-
nomic structure of our cities strength-

ened.

The plight of big cities in recent years
has become acute. The aid-to-de-
pressed-areas legislation, coupled with
moves to improve transportation and ve-
hiecle traffic, will serve to relieve the big
city problem. We can look for a healthy
new growth of our cities.

Mr., CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
on March 29, when the House depressed
areas bill HR. 4569, was before us, I
voted for that measure. However, I am
today opposing the adoption of the con-
ference report on depressed areas and
wish to register for the REcorp the reason
for my opposition. My objection is
to the back-door-spending provisions
which it contains, and to which I am
strongly opposed in principle. I feel it
is dangerous for Congress to lose control
of the purse strings in this, and other
Federal programs, and know of no ade-
quate excuse for bypassing the normal
appropriation process in this case.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, in view of
the errors of dictatorial forms of govern-
ment, why should we give the President
dictatorial power over spending, in con-
trast to our time-honored appropriation
of money by congressional committee
study? The House should not accede to
the Senate in permitting the back-door
raid on the Treasury substituted by the
other body as the method of financing.
Control over the purse strings resides in
the Appropriation Committee of the
House and we must not abandon our re-
sponsibilities. Rather, all expenditures
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by the Federal Government should be
reappropriated every year by the Appro-
priations Committee. Otherwise we as
Representatives and through us our con-
stituents will lose control of the expendi-
tures of the taxpayers hard-earned
money. Members of Congress, not ad-
ministrative appointees of the executive
branch should control appropriations.

To me, it is particularly shocking that
the President has demanded this new
authority as declared by the chairman
of the Banking and Currency Committee,
the gentleman from Eentucky [Mr.
Seencel, and the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. Rainsl. Such action charac-
terizes a dictatorship form of govern-
ment not an elective republic. As the
chairman of the Appropriations Commit-
tee said, “financial solvency is our great-
est military weapon” and this action of
back-door spending is “financial insan-
ity.” The arbitrary demand by the ad-
ministration and the about-face of the
Democrat House conferees is particular-
ly damning because this aid to depressed
areas is a new, and experimental pro-
gram—all the more reason to keep closer,
not lose, serutiny of the program and
control of expenditures.

This high-handed action suggests to
me that members of his party including
the chairman of Appropriations, should
remind the President of the time-tested
good sense of congressional procedures.
All that stands between us and dictator-
ship are the rules of procedure followed
by the House consonant with our Con-
stitution. This action following the
first-of-its-kind $500 million foreign aid
without explanation and justification
herald a new form of administration
that intends to run roughshod over Con-
gress and the people we represent.

I, for one, resent this intrusion on
the legislative branch prerogatives and I
shall oppose the conference report. By
defeating this report we will close the
door on those who want to substitute
Executive spending by decree for con-
gressional appropriation and have a new
conference report that retains our ap-
propriation procedure. To do less would
be to betray the people we represent.

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Speaker, the sole
issue presented on this conference report
is whether the loan part of this program
should be handled as Treasury financing
or by direct appropriations.

I reemphasize what has already been
pointed out several times.

The grants and administration ex-
penses are only authorized by this bill
and must be appropriated in the usual
manner by the Congress.

The loans will be financed directly by
the Treasury. That is the traditional
method as to loans.

But, even as to that, it is absurd to
argue that Congress loses all control over
the program. The bill itself requires
elaborate reporting to the Congress. All
congressional committees retain their
continuing jurisdiction to review the op-
erations of all the departments.

More important, the entire program
comes to an end without eany action by
Congress in 1965. It can be continued
only by our affirmative action. At that
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time, either we will continue it after a
complete and thorough review or let it
lapse.

Any time before that we can repeal it.
The chances are that if it is successful,
as we hope it will be, the money now
authorized will be insufficient. In that
case we will review the entire matter, in
1962 or 1963, and take further action as
the facts then may require.

Permit me to advert for a moment to
the question propounded by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoorEy]l. While it is in-
tended for the Secretary of Commerce to
delegate to the Secretary of Agriculture
such functions as can more efficiently be
performed by the latter, it is not in-
tended to have the Secretary of Agricul-
ture duplicate the efforts or invade the
jurisdiction of the Small Business Ad-
ministration.

The Small Business Administration’s
policies and procedures since the incep-
tion of the agency provide financial as-
sistance, Government procurement, pro-
duetion, and other technical services to
small business concerns and State and
local development companies located in
rural and urban areas, and in areas of
surplus labor.

SBA’s existing procedures have been
drawn and are constantly under review
to make all of the agency’s services to
small business concerns effective and
productive for the individual small busi-
nessman. Marked for special considera-
tion are loan applications from small
concerns in the smaller cities, towns,
villages, and rural communities for com-
mercial and industrial loans where em-=
ployees are drawn primarily from the
surrounding rural population.

For the small businessman in local
rural areas, the Small Business Admin-
istration also provides counseling serv-
ices in connection with financial, pro-
duction, technical, managerial problems,
and Government contracting. In addi-
tion, SBA issues management publica-
tions written especially for small busi-
ness operators located in rural as well as
urban areas.

The agency has established programs
to assist in the economic development of
particular local communities by lending
to a State or local development company
which, in turn, provides facilities to spe-
cific small business concerns located in
either urban or rural areas.

The Small Business Administration
approved 432 rural development loans
amounting to $27 million in 1960.

There is located in the 55 SBA field
offices established in key cities through-
out the Nation, a staff of technical, fi-
nancial, managerial, and production
specialists who provide services to the
small businessman in these various pro-
grams. Under this legislation, before
aid can be granted, financial assistance
must be unavailable on reasonable terms
from other sources, including other Fed-
eral agencies.

Accordingly, small concerns will be
obliged to seek assistance from SBA un-
der section T(a) of the Small Business
Act and title V of the Small Business In-
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vestment Act of 1958, before they will
be eligible for assistance under section
6 of this bill. Thus, SBA will have re-
viewed the concern’s application for fi-
nancial conditions and the availability
of other financing, so that only SBA
can effectuate section 6 without dupli-
cating the work of other Federal agen-
cies,

SBA will continue to provide informa-
tional, technical, and managerial serv-
ices to small business concerns in rural
as well as urban areas. For other agen-
cies to perform these services would con-
stitute duplication of SBA efforts, which
are prohibited by this hill. The Secre-
tary of Commerce, under his authority
from the Area Redevelopment Act,
should delegate to Small Business Ad-
ministration responsibility and author-
ity to carry out his functions for pro-
grams in rural areas as they pertain to
business and industrial loans and the
other services of SBA described above.
SBA is in a position to accept the dele-
gation and carry out the responsibilities
thereunder.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, al-
though I favor the concept of proper
legislation providing Government assist-
ance to areas of chronic underemploy-
ment, I object to provisions of this con-
ference report which allow financing of
the program directly from the Treasury.

I voted for S. 1 on March 29. In that
version the bill called for regular fi-
nancing of the program through con-
gressional appropriation. This was the
administration proposal. It is the meth-
od which is the accepted practice and
it is the method which meets all the re-
quirements of logic and governmental
responsibility. It is the method which
I believe the people of this country want
used, especially in programs such as this
which are entirely new. The process of
financing Government programs through
congressional appropriations was set up
for a specific purpose and has served
well. We should not deliberately depart
from it in a substantial program such
as this without having a clear mandate
to do so. I do not think we have such
a mandate.

The House of Representatives is
charged with the responsibility of bal-
ancing the Government's income with
expenditures. If we abdicate that re-
sponsibility we are turning over unrea-
sonable and unnecessary authority to
the executive branch.

Under the method of financing pro-
vided for in this conference report, an
executive agency can borrow funds from
the Treasury, which then must sell Gov-
ernment bonds on the open market.
These funds are not authorized by the
Appropriations Commitfee and are not
reflected in the budget, but they do be-
come a part of the national debt. The
result is that we engage in even greater
deficit spending than the people of this
country can know of.

The greater public debt then has the
effect of weakening the very economy we
are striving here to strengthen. We are
defeating ourselves by providing stimu-
lation for the economies of certain de-
pressed areas while at the same time
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creating conditions for weakening of the
dollar and an unstable general economy.

In this ecritical time of worldwide
struggle of which the economic phase
is an important part, it is vital that we
maintain the financial solvency and fis-
cal responsibility which this counfry has
enjoyed during the past 8 years. This
conference report on the Area Redevel-
opment Act is one step along the way to
financial chaos. I support a responsible
area redevelopment program but I can-
not put my stamp of approval on ir-
regular and irresponsible financing pro-
visions.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, the
President wants this bill enacted into
law as reported by the conferees. The
Secretary of Commerce, who will be
the Administrator, also joins in this
request.

Four times the Banking and Currency
Committee has reported bills, the ob-
jective of which was to alleviate con-
ditions of substantial and persistent un-
employment and underemployment in
economically distressed areas. One
such bill sustained a pocket veto and
one was vetoed by the President and
the veto was not overridden by Congress.
Now we have a President who I am sure
will approve the legislation. It is rec-
ognized that depressed areas are evils.
We cannot attain full economic growth
or be assured of domestic tranquility
while they exist. I ask the House to
agree to the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 224, nays 193, not voting 15,
as follows:

[Roll No. 44]
YEAS—224

Addabbo Cooley Gallagher
Addonizio Corbett Garmatz
Albert Corman Gavin
Anfuso Curtin Giaimo
Aspinall Daddario Gllbert
Baliley Daniels Glenn
Baker Dawson Granahan
Barrett Delaney Gray
Bass, Tenn. Dent Green, Oreg.
Beckworth Denton Green, Pa.
Bennett, Fla. Diges Griffiths
Bennett, Mich. Dingell Hagan, Ga.
Blatnik Donochue Hagen, Callf,
Boggs Doyle Halpern
Boland Dulskl Hansen
Bolling Edmondson Harding
Bonner Elliott Hardy
Boykin Everett Harsha
Brademas Evins Hays
Bray Fallon Healey
Breeding Farbstein Hechler
Brewster Fascell Hemphill
Brooks, Tex. Felghan Holifleld
Buckley Fenton Holland
Burke, Ky. Finnegan Holtzman
Burke, Mass. Fino Huddleston
Byrne, Pa. Flood Ichord, Mo.
Carey Flynt Inouye
Chelf Fogarty Jennings
Clark Fountain Joelson
Coad Frazler Johnson, Calif.
Cohelan Friedel Johnson, Md,
Cook Fulton Johnson, Wis.

Jones, Ala.
Earsten

Earth
Eastenmeler

Eirwan
Eowalskl
Landrum
Lane
Lankford
Lesinski
Libonati
McCormack
McDowell
McFall
McVey
Macdonald
Machrowlcz
Mack
Madden

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adalr

Alexander
Alford
Alger
Andersen,
Minn

Anderson, Til.
Andrews
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashmore
Auchincloss
Avery

Ajyres
Baldwin
Bass, N.H.
Bates
Battin
Becker
Beermann
Belcher
Bell

Berry
Betts
Bolton
Bow
Bromwell
Brooks, La.
Broomfleld
Brown
Broyhill
Bruce
Burleson
Byrnes, Wis,
Cahtil
Cannon

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Church
Clancy
Collier
Colmer

Morrison
Moss
Moulder
Multer
Murphy
Natcher

Nix

O'Brlen, Ill.
O'Brien, N.Y¥.
O'Hara, I1l.

Reuss
Rhodes, Pa.
Rivers, Alaska
Rivers, 8.C.
Rodino
Rogers, Fla.

Rooney
Roosevelt
Rostenkowski
Ryan

8t. Germain
Santangelo
Saund

NAYS—193

Dominick
Dooley
Dorn

Dowdy
Downing
Durno
Dwyer
Ellsworth
Findley
Fisher
Ford
Forrester
Frelinghuysen
Garland
Gary
Gathings
Goodell
Goodling
Grant
Griffin
Gross

Harrison, Va.
Harrison, Wyo.
Harvey, Ind.
Harvey, Mich.
Hébert
Henderson
Herlong
Hiestand
Hoeven
Hoffman, I11.
Hoffman, Mich.
Horan

Hosmer

Hull

Ikard, Tex.
Jarman
Jensen
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Saylor
Schneebeli
Schwelker
Scranton

Smith, ITowa
Spence
Staggers
Steed

Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Taylor
Thompson, La.
Thompson, N.J.
Thompson, Tex.
Thornberry
Toll

Tollefson
Trimble
Tupper
Ullman

Vanik

Van Zandt
Vinson

Walter

Watts

Whalley
Wickersham
Willis

Wright

Yates

Young
Zablocki
Zelenko

McCulloch
McDonough
McIntire
McMillan
McSween

Murray
Nelsen
Norblad
Norrell
Nygaard
Osmers
Ostertag
Pelly
Pillion
Poage
Poff

Schwengel
Scott
Selden

Utt Westland Williams
Van Pelt Wharton Wilson, Calif,
Wallhauser ‘Whitener ‘Wilson, Ind.
Weaver Whitten Winstead
Wels Widnall Younger
NOT VOTING—15

Ashley Eilburn Riley
Baring Kluczynski Roberts
Barry Enox Rogers, Colo.
Blitch Miller, Smith, Miss.
Celler George P.
Davis, Tenn. Miller, N.¥.

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Davis of Tennes-
see, against.

Mr. Roberts for, with Mr. Kilburn, against.

Mr, Kluczynski for, with Mr. Riley, against.

Mr. George P. Miller of California for,
with Mrs. Blitch, against.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado for, with Mr, Miller
of New York, against.

Mr. Baring for, with Mr, Barry, against.

Mr. Ashley for, with Mr. Enox, agalnst.

Mr. HARSHA changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

Mr. BROMWELL. Mr. Speaker, I was
paired on this vote, but I arrived on the
floor in time to vote. Of course, I should
not be shown twice since I did vote in
person.

The SPEAKER. The pair will be
broken then, if the gentleman desires to
do that.

Mr. BROMWELL. Yes, Mr. Speaker.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
4884) to amend title IV of the Social
Security Act to authorize Federal finan-
cial participation in aid to dependent
children of unemployed parents, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 307)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
4884) to amend title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act to authorize Federal financial partici-
pation in aid to dependent children of un-
employed parents, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 2 and 7.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 1 and 5, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lleu of striking out the matter proposed
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to be stricken out by the Senate amendment
and inserting the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, in the
House engrossed bill strike out line 25 on
page 2 and all that follows down through
line 9 on page 3 and insert the following:
“is determined by the State or local agency
administering the State plan, after notifica-
tion by such employer, to be a bona fide of-
fer of such employment, and

“(3) includes provision for entering into
cooperative arrangements with the BState
agency responsible for administering or su-
pervising the administration of vocational
education in the State, looking toward max-
imum utilization of available public voca-
tional education services and facilities in
the State in order to encourage the retrain-
ing of individuals capable of being retrained.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, a
State plan may, at the option of the State,
provide for the denial of all (or any part) of
the aid under the plan to which any child
or relative might otherwise be entitled for
any month, if the unemployed parent of
such child receives unemployment compen-
sation under an unemployment compensa-
tion law of a State or of the United States
for any week any part of which is included
in such month.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree to
the same with amendments as follows:

On page 2, line 23, of the Senate engrossed
amendments, strike out “families with",

On page 3, line 7, of the Senate engrossed
amendments, strike out “families with”.

On page 3, line 8, of the Senate engrossed
amendments, after the semicolon, insert
“and".

On page 3, lines 10 and 11, of the Senate
en amendments, strike out “admin-
istrations” and insert “administration”.

On page 3, line 24, of the Senate engrossed
smendments strike out “State agency” and
insert the following: “State or local agency
administering the State plan”.

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

*“SEec. 4. Bection 404 of the Soclal Security
Act is amended by inserting *‘(a)’ after '404.
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection:

“*(b) No payment to which a State is
otherwise entitled under this title for any
period before September 1, 1962, shall be
withheld by reason of any action taken pur-
suant to a State statute which requires that
ald be denied under the State plan approved
under this title with respect to a child be-
cause of the conditions in the home in which
the child resides.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
On page 7, line 8, of the Senate engrossed
amendments, strike out “Sec. 6.” and insert
“Sec. 5.”, and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:

On page 7, line 20, of the Senate engrossed
amendments, strike out “Sec. 7.” and in-
sert “Sec. 6.”, and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
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by the Senate amendment insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. T. Sectlon 901(c) (1) (B) of the Soclal

Becurity Act is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following sentence:
“‘The term “necessary expenses’” as used in
this subparagraph (B) shall include the ex-
pense of reimbursing a State for salaries and
other expenses of employees of such State
temporarily assigned or detailed to duty with
the Department of Labor and of paying such
employees for travel expenses, transporta-
tion of household goods, and per diem in
lieu of subsistence while away from their
regular duty stations in the State, at rates
authorized by law for civillan employees of
the Federal Government.'”

And the Senate agree to the same.

W. D. MiLLs,

Ceci. R. KING,

TrHoMAS J. O'BRIEN,

N. M., Masoxn,

JoHN W. BYRNES,
Managers on the Part of the House,

Harry F. BYRD,

RosBerT S, KERR,

RusseLL B. LoNG,

GEORGE SMATHERS,

By HF.B.

JoHN J. WILLIAMS,

FraNk CARLSON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the blll (H.R. 4884) to amend title
IV of the i oclal Security Act to authorize
Pederal financial participation in aid to de-
pendent children of unemployed parents,
and for other purposes, submit the following
statement in explanation of the eflect of
the action agreed upon by the conferees and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

Amendment No. 1: The blll as passed the
House provided for making available, during
a 15-month period beginning April 1, 1961,
and ending June 30, 1962, Federal grants to
States wishing to extend their aid to depend-
ent children programs under title IV of the
Soclal Security Act to include needy children
of unemployed parents on the same basis as
Federal grants are now avalilable with respect
to needy children who have been deprived of
parental support by the death, absence, or
incapacity of a parent.

Under Senate amendment No. 1, the begin-
ning date for the perlod during which such
grants would be avallable to the States was
changed from April 1, 1961, to May 1, 1961
(the ending date for such period remaining
as In the House bill).

The House recedes.

Amendment No. 2: This is a technical
amendment reflecting the change in the des-
ignation of the assistance provided under
title IV of the Social Security Act proposed
to be made by Senate amendment No. 7.

In view of the action taken by the con-
ferees on amendment No. 7, the Senate
recedes,

Amendment No. 3: The bill as passed the
House provided that a State plan which in-
cludes ald to dependent children of unem-
ployed parents would be required to include
provision for entering into cooperative ar-
rangements with the State agency respon-
sible for administering or supervising the
administration of vocational education in
the State, looking toward maximum utiliza-
tion of available public vocational education
services and facilities in the State in order
to encourage the retraining of individuals
capable of being retrained.

Senate amendment No. 3 deleted this re-
quirement. It also added a provision to the
House blll under which a State, at its op-
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tion, may provide for the denial of all (or
any part) of the ald under the plan to which
any child or relative might otherwlse be en-
titled for any month, if the unemployed par-
ent of such child receives unemployment
compensation under an unemployment com-
pensation law of a State or of the United
States for any week any part of which is in-
cluded in such month.

Under the conference agreement the re-
quirement of the House bill described above
is restored, with technical amendments. In
addition, the provision added by the Senate
amendment is retained.

Amendment No. 4: This amendment added
to the House bill a new section providing for
Federal matching funds for the l4-month
period from May 1, 1961, through June 30,
1962, for State expenditures under the aid
to dependent children program for children
who, because of a judicial determination that
continuation in the family’s home would be
contrary to the child’s welfare, are placed
in foster-family homes (but only where the
State has elected to provide aid for such
children under its plan).

‘The House recedes with technical amend-
ments.

Amendment No. 5: Section 705 of the So-
clal Security Act authorizes the appropria-
tion of sums for training grants for public
welfare personnel. Under existing law, (1)
this authorization would expire with the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and (2) the
Secretary is authorized to pay 80 percent of
the total State expenditures to carry out the
purposes of such section 705.

Senate amendment No. 6 extends for 1
year (to June 30, 1963) the period during
which appropriations may be made for this
purpose. It also increases the authorized
Federal share of State expenditures for this
purpose from B0 percent to 100 percent.

The House recedes.

Amendment No. 6: This amendment added
to the House bill a new section providing
that any action taken, before the 61st day
following the day on which ends the first
regular session of a State's legislature which
begins after enactment of this bill, pursuant
to a State statute which requires that aid
be denied under the State plan approved
under title IV of the Soclal Security Act with
respect to a child because of the conditions
in the home in which the child resides, was
not to be a basls for withholding payments
to such SBtate under such title IV.

The House recedes with an amendment
which strikes out the language proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment and
inserts in lieu thereof a different provision.
Under the conference agreement there is to
be no withholding of any payment to which
a State is otherwise entitled under title IV
of the Soclal Security Act for any perlod
before September 1, 1962, by reason of any
action taken pursuant to a State statute
which requires that aid be denied under
the State plan with respect to a child be-
cause of the conditions in the home in which
the child resides.

Under the action agreed to in conference,
there is provided a period (up to September
1, 1962) in which further study may be given
to this problem and the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare can cooperate with
the States in working out a solution to the
problem.

Amendment No. 7: This amendment added
to the House bill a new section changing the
designation of the assistance provided under
title IV of the Social Security Act (pres-
ently “ald to dependent children™) to “ald
to families with dependent children™.

The Senate recedes.

Amendment No. 8: This amendment added
to the House bill a new section, amending
section 3(a) (1) (C) of the Social Security
Act, to Increase from a maximum of $12 to
a maximum of $15 the medical care expendi-
tures in behalf of old-age assistance recipli-
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ents (over and above the general formula
for Federal participation) with respect to
which there will be Federal participation.
Under the amendment, comparable increases
are made in the maximum medical care ex-
penditures taken into account In the case
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

The House recedes with a clerical amend-
ment,

Amendment No. 9: The House bill tempo-
rarlly increased the §0 million overall ceil-
ing on the grants which may be made to
Puerto Rico in any fiscal year under the four
public assistance titles of the Social Security
Act, to take Into account the grants which
would be made in Puerto Rico under the
temporary program of ald to dependent chil-
dren of unemployed parents.

Senate amendment No. 9 provided further
increases in this ceiling (and comparable in-
creases in the cellings for the Virgin Islands
and Guam) to take into account the addi-
tional grants which would be made under the
temporary program of ald to dependent chil-
dren in foster-family homes (Senate amend-
ment No. 4) and the Increased Federal
financial participation in medical care ex-
penditures in behalf of old-age assistance
recipients (Senate amendment No. 8).

In view of the action of the conferees on
Senate amendments Nos. 4 and 8, the House
recedes (with a clerical amendment).

Amendment No. 10: Subparagraph (B) of
section 801(c) (1) of the Soclal Security Act
authorizes to be made available for expendi-
ture, out of the employment security admin-
istration account, such amounts as the Con-
gress may deem appropriate for the neces-
sary expenses of the Department of Labor
for the performance of its functions under
specified provisions of law. Senate amend-
ment No. 10 added to the House bill a new
section, amending such subparagraph (B) to
provide that (as used therein) “necessary
expenses” shall include the expense of re-
imbursing a State for salarles and other
expenses of employees of such State tem-
porarily assigned or detalled to duty with
the Department of Labor and of paying such
employees for travel expenses, transporta-
tion of household goods, and per diem in
leu of subsistence while away from their
regular duty stations in the State, at rates
authorized by law for civillan employees of
the Federal Government.

The House recedes with technical amend-
ments,

W. D, MrLLs,

Cecin R, KNG,

THOMAS J. O'BRIEN,

N. M. MasonN,

JoHN W. BYRNES,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorp in explanation
of the conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the other
body accepted the basic framework of
the bill H. R. 4884 as passed by the
House, It will be recalled that the basic
purpose of this legislation is to permit
the States for a temporary period to
assist children who are in need because
their parent is unemployed. As I ex-
plained to the House when this bill was
considered, the Federal Government now
participates financially with the States
in assisting needy children who are in
need because of the death, absence, or
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incapacity of a parent. The bill would
add, for a temporary period, provision
for Federal participation in a fourth
type of situation—namely, where chil-
dren are in need because of the fact that
the parent is unemployed. The basic
provisions, such as the formula which
determines the amount of Federal par-
ticipation, the conditions of Federal par-
ticipation, and so on, of present law
would apply to these proposed changes
relating to aid to dependent children of
unemployed parents.
1. EFFECTIVE DATES

The House-passed bill would have
been effective for the period beginning
April 1, 1961, and ending at the close of
June 30, 1962. Due to the passage of
time, it was necessary for the other body
to change the beginning date from April
1 to May 1, 1961, and the House con-
ferees concurred in this amendment.
This means that the provisions of the bill
relating to dependent children of unem-
ployed parents will be effective for a 14-
month period instead of a 15-month
period as passed by the House.

2, RETRAINING AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

REQUIREMENT

The House bill required that a State
include in its plan, in order to be en-
titled for Federal funds for this tem-
porary period, a provision calling for
cooperative arrangements with State
vocational education agencies. We pro-
vided this in order to enable unemployed
parents to become self-supporting as
soon as possible in those cases where the
type of work which they had engaged in
previously is no longer available in their
community. The other body deleted this
provision. In conference, the House
conferees prevailed and it was restored.
3. OPTIONAL EXCLUSION BY A STATE OF CHILDREN

IN FAMILIES RECEIVING UNEMPLOYMENT COM-

FPENSATION

The other body added a provision giv-
ing an option to the States to exclude
aid to a child or relative in any month
where the unemployed parent of such a
child was receiving unemployment com-
pensation. The House conferees agreed
to this amendment. It is to be noted
that this is not a mandatory require-
ment, but simply is optional with the
States.

4. FEDERAL PAYMENTS FOR FOSTER CARE OF
DEPENDENT CHILDREN

The other body added an amend-
ment providing for temporary—through
June 30, 1962—payments on behalf of
children in foster family homes provid-
ing foster care for children. It was felt
that in some cases dependent children
receiving assistance now are sometimes
in home environments that are contrary
to the best interest of the children. The
amendment requires that a court of
competent jurisdiction must find that
the particular child or children are not
receiving proper care and protection in
their own homes. Responsibility is giv-
en to the appropriate State agency to
place these children in foster family
homes. Assistance is provided in such
cases only where the child was eligible
for aid to dependent children originally
in his own home and received aid in the
month in which the court proceedings
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resulting in his removal were initiated.
The provision is applicable only to
children who are removed from their
homes on or after May 1, 1961. The
House conferees accepted this amend-
ment. It is estimated that this amend-
ment will cost between $3 and $4 million.
Although this amendment is only effec-
tive through June 30, 1962, it applies to
needy dependent children whether the
parent is dead, absent, incapacitated or
unemployed.
5. TRAINING GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WELFARE
PERSONNEL
“In 1956, the Congress authorized
through June 30, 1962, special grants for
the training of public welfare personnel.
The Federal share under existing law is
80 percent of the cost of such training.
The other body added an amendment
extending for 1 year, through June 30,
1963, the period during which appropri-
ations may be made for this purpose, and
inereasing the authorized Federal share
of State expenditures from 80 to 100
percent. The House conferees accepted
this amendment.
6. CHILDREN IN TUNSUITABLE HOMES

On January 17, 1961, the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare ad-
vised State agencies administering aid
to dependent children that after June
30, 1961, Federal grants would not be
available to a State which terminates
assistance to children in a home deter-
mined to be unsuitable unless the State
makes other provision for the children
affected. The other body added an
amendment which in effect provided that
Federal payments were not to be with-
held because of conditions in the home
in which a child resides before the 61st
day following the day on which the next
regular session of a State’s legislature
ends. The conferees agreed to the prin-
ciple of not withholding payments from
a State contained in this amendment of
the other body. However, it was rewrit-
ten to provide that there is to be no
withholding of any payment to which a
State is otherwise entitled under the aid
to dependent children provisions of the
Social Security Act for any period prior
to September 1, 1962, by reason of any
action taken pursuant to a State statute
which requires that aid be denied under
the State plan with respect to a child
because of conditions in the home in
which the child resides. Under this
agreement, there is provided a period of
time—up to September 1, 1962—in which
further study can be given to this prob-
lem and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare can cooperate with
the States in working out a solution to it.
7. CHANGE IN THE NAME OF TITLE IV OF THE

EQCIAL SECURITY ACT

The other body changed the name of
title IV from ‘“Aid to Dependent Chil-
dren” to “Aid to Families With Depend-
ent Children.” The Senate receded from
this amendment.

8. INCREASE IN FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN
MEDICAL CARE FOR OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS
It will be recalled that last year the

Congress authorized Federal participa-

tion up to $12 in medical care expendi-

tures in behalf of recipients of old-age
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assistance over and above the general

formula for participation in old-age

assistance payments. The other body
inereased the maximum from $12 to $15

.with respect to which there is to be

Federal participation in medical care

expenditures in behalf of old-age assist-

ance recipients. The House concurred in
this amendment.

9. CEILING ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE GRANTS TO

PUERTO RICO

The present overall ceiling on public
assistance grants to Puerto Rico is $9
million. The House bill temporarily in-
creased this ceiling, for the period of the
effectiveness of this bill, by $75,000 for
fiscal year 1961 and by $300,000 for fiscal
year 1962. This was done because Puerto
Rico is now fully utilizing its ceiling
amount, unlike the case of other juris-
dictions with ceilings on their grants.
In order to permit Puerto Rico to take
advantage of the increased amount made
available for medical care for old-age
assistance recipients, the other body in-
creased the ceiling by $75,000 for fiscal
year 1961 and by $425,000 for fiscal year
1962. For fiscal years ending after June
30, 1962, the ceiling would be $9,125,000.
Comparable changes were made with re-
spect to the Virgin Islands and Guam,
in relation to the medical-care amend-
ment. The House conferees accepted
this amendment.

10. REIMBURSEMENT OF A STATE FOR SALARIES
AND OTHER EXPENSES OF EMPLOYEES TEM-
PORARILY ASSIGNED OR DETAILED TO ADMIN-
ISTER THE FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
PROGRAM
The other body added an amendment

which would permit reimbursement to a

State out of the employment security

administration account for salaries and

other expenses of State employees who
are temporarily assigned or detailed to
duty with the Department of Labor to
help in the performance of its functions
under specified provisions of law. The

House conferees accepted this amend-

ment.

11, NUMBER OF PERSONS AFFECTED AND COST

UNDER THE CONFERENCE REFORT

It will be recalled that it was esti-
mated that if all States fully utilized the
provisions of the House bill, the cost to
the Federal Government would be $305
million, with 1,126,000 persons affected
including over 750,000 children. How-
ever, as pointed out in our report on this
bill and as I stated on the floor, it was
not expected that there would be maxi-
mum utilization of the provisions of this
bill, and, therefore, the cost would be less
than this amount. The cost under the
conference version of this bill is esti-
mated to be about $215 million. This
is on the basis that about half of the
States will participate and that the
States which do will have about two-
thirds of the needy children covered by
the conference version of the bill.

Of this amount, $200 million is esti-
mated to be the cost of adding unem-
ployed parents as an eligible category.

The cost of the increase is estimated
to be $10 million, in the maximum, for
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medical care for old-age assistance
recipients, and $3 to $4 million is esti-
mated to be the cost of the provision
relating to foster family homes. The
other provisions of the bill all together
are estimated to cost about $1 million.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REecorp in
explanation of the conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr, MASON. Mr, Speaker, the House
conferees have brought to the House
what I will term a good conference re-
port on a bad bill,

The conference report is good in that
it provides some needed improvements
with regard to the existing aid to de-
pendent children, title IV of the Social
Security Act.

The bill is bad because what is pur-
portedly a temporary program will in-
evitably become a permanent program
costing several hundred million dollars
annually to make Federal funds avail-
able for something now cared for by
State and local governments so that the
effect of the bill will largely be to in-
crease Federal funds and to reduce State
and local funds used for child assistance.

The Senate amendments that are ap-
proved by the House conferees include:
First, a change in the House effective
date from April 1, 1961, to May 1, 1961;
second, a provision permitting a State
to deny aid under the bill if a parent
receives unemployment compensation;
third, the authorization of availability
of Federal funds with respect to children
placed in foster-family homes pursuant
to a judicial determination; fourth, a
change in the 80 percent limitation to
100 percent for Federal funds on costs
incurred in training of public welfare
personnel; fifth, an increase in Federal
matching for medical care expenditures
for old-age assistance recipients; sixth,
an adjustment and broadening of the
House provisions pertaining to ceilings
on grants made to certain possessions of
the United States; and seventh, a provi-
sion allowing the reimbursement of
States for costs incurred with respect to
State employees on temporary assign-
ment with the Department of Labor of
the Federal Government.

Another Senate amendment that was
accepted by the House but with signifi-
cant amendment pertained to the denial
of Federal aid to any State having a plan
requiring for withholding payments with
respect to a child because of conditions
in the home. The House receded with
an amendment providing that no denial
of Federal aid to a State occur for this
cause for any period prior to September
1, 1962. This House amendment will
have the effect of allowing the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to
make a study of the problem involved.

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the bill
but I commend my House colleagues who
served with me as conferees for the work
they did in conference,
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AUTHORIZATION FOR SALE OF
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules I call up
House Resolution 262 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the BState of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4728) to amend title I of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
19564, and all points of order against sald bill
are hereby walived. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous guestion shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 262 provides for the consider-
ation of H.R. 4728, a bill to amend title I
of the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954, The resolu-
tion provides for an open rule, waiving
points of order, with 2 hours of general
debate.

The purpose of H.R. 4728 is to author-
ize the President to enter into agree-
ments during the 1961 calendar year
calling for the sale of an additional $2
billion of agricultural commodities under
the authority of title I of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954, commonly called Public Law
480.

The most recent extension of Public
Law 480 was Public Law 86-341, enacted
September 21, 1959, which extended the
act from December 31, 1959, to Decem-
ber 31, 1961, and authorized the President
to enter into agreements during each
of the calendar years 1960 and 1961 at
the rate of $1.5 billion per year, plus any
unused authorization from the previous
year.

In May 1960, however, President Eisen-
hower entered into an agreement with
India which committed to this one coun-
try $2.2 billion—more than two-thirds—
of the total authorization for title I for
the calendar years 1960 and 1961. This
is the basic reason why this bill is neces-
sary—to restore the authorization for
these 2 calendar years back to the point
where it would be except for the Indian
agreement.

Because the total amount of the Indian
agreement exceeded the available au-
thorization for the calendar year 1960,
only the first-year portion of the agree-
ment, amounting to about $530 million,
was implemented at that time. The
other 3-year portion of the agreement
was formalized in January 1961, using up
almost $1.6 billion of the President’s au-
thority to enter into such agreements in
this current calendar year, and leaving a
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palance—due to carryover from 1960—
of about $250 million.

Other agreements signed this calendar
year have not taken up virtually all of
the 1961 authorization, so that operations
under title I will be brought to a halt
unless this additional authorization is
provided.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption-of
House Resolution 262.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr, Speaker, my understanding of the
rule is the same as the explanation given
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MappeN]. It calls for 2 hours general
debate, all points of order are waived,
and under the 5-minute rule all amend-
ments will be in order.

As I understand the bill HR. 4728,
when it was originally established back
in 1954, this particular program was
known as the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act. It started
in 1954, and its purpose at that particu-
lar time was to dispose of our farm sur-
pluses in an orderly and constructive
manner. None of us can find objection
to the purposes for which this act was
started in 1954 because at that particular
time we had many billions of dollars in
farm surpluses, and it was our desire and
hope that we could dispose of a number
of these surpluses, and at the same time
provide food for many of the needy coun-
tries that were in need of food at that
particular time.

However, after this program has been
continued for these many years, and I
believe about $11.4 billion have been ex-
pended on it, we still find that we have
some $9 billion in farm surpluses at the
present time.

The testimony, as I understood it be-
fore the Rules Committee, was that this
bill instead of now being a program to
dispose of our farm surpluses in an or-
derly and constructive manner, has more
or less turned into a world welfare pro-
gram from a feeding standpoint. I cite
the testimony thaf about 74 percent of
the particular amount that was appro-
priated 2 years ago, as the gentleman
from Indiana mentioned, has gone to
three countries; namely, India, Poland,
and Pakistan.

It is very true that the last admin-
istration entered into certain agree-
ments after we extended the act 2
years ago providing $115 billion for
each of the years 1960 and 1961. Certain
agreements were made by the previous
administration last May. They have
been added to in January of this year.
The fund is now down to about $250 mil-
lion, and additional funds must be ob-
tained, according to the proponents of
the bill, to carry on through the balance
of this particular year. This program
calls for an additional $2 billion at this
particular time.

As I understand the facts, there are
about $2.2 billion that has gone to India.
I mention India because I do think we
should give this some consideration in
view of the fact that we find the Premier
of India has criticized the United States
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so far as Cuba is concerned, while at
the same time he has failed to criticize
Russia when it took Hungary. Yet we
have about $2.2 billion in these commod-
ities that have gone to the country of
India.

Some of these other countries included
in this program are Greece, Israel, In-
dia, Uruguay, Pakistan, China—that is
Taiwan—Poland, Peru, Vietnam, Fin-
land, United Arab Republic, Iceland,
Chile, Yugoslavia, Spain, Iran, Korea,
Ecuador, Ceylon, France, Indonesia, Bra-
zil, Turkey, and Bolivia.

This covers quite a bit of territory.

Very few dollars of this program ever
get back into the United States.

As I understand the program further,
when it was started we considered vari-
ous parts of it and purposes, such as
grants, loans, sale, and barter. There
is testimony from the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, that he has
long been strongly in favor of the bar-
ter program so that we in turn could
barter our excess commodities and get
sugar, tin, or other commodities that
we might need.

But, as a matter of fact, apparently
the State Department has taken over
this program rather than the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and they direct
how it shall operate. The barter is down
now around $125 million or $135 million
per year, which, from my standpoint,
is the most important part of this par-
ticular bill. The bill calls for $2 billion.
There will be an amendment offered by
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN],
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Agriculture, which calls
for $1.1 billion. In other words, the
minority object to the $2 billion and feel
that the $1.1 billion constitutes ample
funds with which to carry on this pro-
gram,

I call this to your further attention,
that the program does expire on Decem-
ber 31 of this year. Consequently, hear-
ings will have to be held shortly by the
Committee on Agriculture to determine
whether or not the program will be ex-
tended. I have little doubt in my mind
but that it will be extended. If so, I
hope that the committee will look into
it from the standpoint of whether or
not the Committee on Agriculture is go-
ing to continue this program with a view
of disposing of these products in an
orderly manner or whether they are
going to continue the program through
the State Department and operate it as
a worldwide welfare program,

I commend the proposed amendment
for your consideration. I shall certainly
support it. I think this will give them
ample funds. As we continue to study
the program and then come on with leg-
islation to continue it, which I think the
committee will do, if more funds are
needed, requests can be considered at
that time.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. ST. GER-
MAIN].

Mr. ST. GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, it
is with profound regret that I join with
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my colleague, from Rhode Island, JoHN
FocarTY, in announcing the death of the
beloved president of Providence College,
and my fellow alumnus, the Very Rev-
erend Robert J. Slavin, of the Order of
the Preachers.

A saintly and scholarly man, Father
Slavin was born 54 years ago, in Dor-
chester, Mass. His early desire to follow
a calling to the priesthood was evidenced
by his devout service as an altar boy in
his parish church. Even as a young
child, all his actions were directed to the
service of God, and his fellow men. He
was loved and admired by all who knew
him, and these sentiments have been
shared by all those with whom he came
into contact over the years.

After graduating from Boston College
High School, he entered Providence Col-
lege, where he began his long years of
study for the Dominican priesthood. He
subsequently studied at St. Rose Priory,
Springfield, Ky., St. Thomas Aquinas
College, River Forest, Ill., Immaculate
Conception College, Washington, D.C.,
and was ordained to the priesthood in
1934. He received a master of arts de-
gree from the Catholic University of
America that same year, and in 1935 he
was awarded his licentiate in sacred
theology. In 1936 he was granted the
degree of doctor of philosophy by the
Catholic University.

He served as professor of philosophy at
the DePaul University, Chicago, Ill., and
following this he held a similar position
at the Catholic University of America.
He hecame president of Providence Col-
lege in May 1947 and continued in that
office until his death 2 days ago. Father
Slavin was the recipient of honorary de-
grees from Brown University, Bryant
College, Rhode Island College, Rhode Is-
land Collegze of Pharmacy and Allied
Sciences, the University of Rhode Island,
and St. John’s College, Brooklyn, N.Y.
He was an officer and member of numer-
ous educational organizations, holding
membership on the executive committee
of the American Council on Education,
and the advisory committee to the Sur-
geon General of the United States on
medical education.

Father Slavin is mourned not only by
the faculty, students, and the alumni of
Providence College, but by all the people
of Rhode Island, who have benefited in
no small measure from his wisdom,
scholarship, and goodness. The loss to
his college and our State is irreparable.
The great void left by his death touches
the life of every man, woman, and child
in Rhode Island. His contributions to
the educational, civie, and religious life
of our community are so great that he
will be long remembered as one of the
outstanding public benefactors in the
history of Rhode Island.

To his grieving father, brother, sisters,
and fellow Dominican priests, we offer
our most sincere sympathy. In contem-
plating the life and labors of the late
Very Reverend Father Slavin, one can-
not help but receive inspiration and
courage. May Almighty God grant him
the rich eternal reward he has so justly
merited.
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Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. AVERY].

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, it may
come as some surprise that any Member
from Kansas would take the floor to even
make any adverse comment about Public
Law 480. Kansas has benefited probably
more under this law than any other
State. Nevertheless, there is a related
problem to Public Law 480, and I would
feel less than responsible if I did not
point out the several aspects of this to
the House here this afternoon. This
problem deals with the balance of pay-
ments.

On February 8, in the President’s mes-
sage to the Congress on the balance-of-
payments problems, the President said
this:

Our agricultural industry which is of un-
paralleled efficiency must make its full con-
tribution to our payments balance.

Now from that statement, taken in
context or out of context, I could not
figure out just what it meant. Con-
ceivably it could have meant that this
administration was no longer going to
support Public Law 480 because it had
determined that it had an adverse or
undesirable effect on our balance-of-pay-
ments problems that were so dramat-
ically emphasized toward the end of
calendar year 1960 and in the early
months of 1961. Because of the appre-
hension that arose in my mind by reason
of that statement as it presented itself, I
wrote to the Secretary of Agriculture and
asked Mr. Freeman what that statement
meant and further what the position, if
any, was that this administration was
going to take on Public Law 480. Ap-
parently Mr. Freeman was not sure what
the statement meant either, because over
2 weeks elapsed before I had an ac-
knowledgment to my letter.

His reply in effect says, Yes, this ad-
ministration does believe in the principle
of Public Law 480, and will ask for its
extension.

Mr. Speaker, when the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
CooLEY] was before the Committee on
Rules I asked several questions as to the
effect of the operation of Public Law 480
on the balance-of-payments problem.
Of course, to me, representing an agri-
cultural area, the easy position to take
is that it should not make any difference,
that we should proceed to dispose of all
the commodities possible regardless of
the effect on the Treasury. I asked the
distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina if he could arrange with the
Department of Agriculture officials re-
sponsible for the administration of this
program to get some figures to be pre-
sented to us so we might know a little bit
more what was the final bookkeeping re-
sult of something like 8 years of opera-
tion of this act. Without belaboring you
with a tremendous number of figures let
me say this. This is a big program. Over
$13 billion worth of taxpayers’ money
has gone into this program. Commodi-
ties to that amount have been distrib-
uted overseas and probably very little
of that money is going to be recaptured
for the benefit of the Treasury or for
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any of the agencies of this Govern-
ment—at least proportionately very
little.

Please understand, I am not saying,
none, because some of it, of course, has

been recovered or will be utilized in lieu.

of other American dollars.

Mr. Speaker, the various titles in this
bill I think are interesting. Title I has
been discussed by our colleague from
California [Mr. SmiT] and I am sure
will be discussed later in some detail by
members of the legislative Committee on
Agriculture. Title I is the biggest title
in the bill. We have authorized already
the spending of over $9 billion in this
particular area. Of the $9 billion ap-
proximately $6 billion has already been
committed or contracted for and has ac-
tually moved into commerce or to the
point of receipt. From this sale there
exists at this time about $2; billion of
unused foreign currency. That much is
unused. And how much have we used?
We have used about that same amount,
or $1,715,900,000. So you can figure,
roughly speaking, that we have utilized
about $2 billion, there is slightly more on
deposit available for future use of the
country.

I might add further that because of
an amendment that the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Cooreyl, the
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, insisted be added to Public Law
480, I think in 1958, there is about $35
million available on a loan basis to
American industry for foreign invest-
ment that would not otherwise have been
available.

Title II has to do with gifts. That
should be distinguished from a subsec-
tion of title III. Title II gifts include
government-to-government, and under
this particular title about three quarters
of a billion dollars has been given out-
riecht to other governments.

Title IIT is very interesting and goes
to the barter provision and also gifts to
benevolent organizations. I think the
House might be interested to know that
$1.5 billion worth of commodities have
been given by Commodity Credit to
benevolent organizations. The principal
ones are as follows: The Catholic War
Relief Services, the Church World Serv-
ice—that is the Episcopalian benevolent
service organization—the Lutheran
World Relief Society; CARE, which is,
I understand, an associated group of
benevolent and religious organizations
for the distribution of surplus products
to foreign nations. There is also a
Jewish organization called Hadassah for
the distribution of food.

Not only have the commodities been
given but the U.S. Government has also
paid the cost of transportation of these
commodities. You will recall there was
in an earlier extension of the act an
amendment added to the bill that the
shipping must be carried in what we call
American bottoms, that is, these com-
modities must be shipped in vessels op-
erated by American lines. I might add
parenthetically for those of you who
represent coastal areas that there is a
subsidy in this bill for your economic
interest group, because that transporta-
tion cost is about twice what it could be
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competitively if the goods were shipped
in vessels under the flag of other na-
tions. So this is not all a subsidy to the
American farmer,

The other part of title IIT I mentioned
previously, that is, the barter provision.
I think the record should be abundantly
clear that the House would insist that
this particular authority or title be given
higher priority by the Department of
Agriculture. Again quoting from the
distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina, he said that the Department
did not want to barter, they did not want
to trade. They want to make grants or
take soft currencies under title I we can-
not use, but they are reluctant to enter
into this barter arrangement. That
certainly I cannot understand. I am
sure the House would agree with me that
more effort should be made to utilize the
authority in Public 480, the barter
provision, rather than through the soft
currency and the gift authority. Under
the barter provision there is no adverse
effect on our balance of payments.

This bill should pass, but I think it is
important that we look at it in perspec-
tive not only to see what it does to the
Treasury but also to note the possible
adverse effect it has on our balance of
payments, and to further admonish the
Department to increase the utilization of
title III.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 4728) to amend title I
of the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 4728, with Mr.
BorLing in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in presenting this bill
to the House I want to say I take great
pride that I have participated in the
preparation and passage of all bills
through which we have provided pro-
grams for the disposition of our great
agricultural abundance.

Some people regard our agricultural
abundance as some sort of a curse or a
burden. Actually, I consider it a bless-
ing and a challenge. This abundance is
a challenge to us. It is a clear indica-
tion that we have failed in the past very
miserably to master the arts of dis-
tribution.

Through all the years our mothers and
fathers have prayed that a merciful Lord
would make our fields to flourish and our
people to prosper. That is exactly what
has happened here in this great Repub-
lic of ours. Our fields have flourished
and our people have prospered. We have
mastered the arts and techniques of
production.
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Our farmers have performed magnifi-
cently both in times of peace and in
times of war. Notwithstanding the fact
they have made our fields flourish and
our people prosper, somehow men in
just about all walks of life point the
finger of scorn at the farmer and hold
him up to ridicule throughout the length
and breadth of this great country and
even throughout the world. We have
tried in the Committee on Agriculture,
and when I say we have tried, I mean
the members of both major parties have
tried, working faithfully and diligently
together to provide some techniques of
distribution. We have granted to the
Secretary of Agriculture just about every
power and authority that has been re-
quested. The outgoing Secretary of
Agriculture had more money and more
manpower and more commissions and
more committees than any of his pred-
ecessors, and in an effort to do a good
job, but the fact remains that he spent
more money than all of his predecessors
put together. Notwithstanding that fact,
we still have an abundance of gigantic
proportions, an abundance which we
have tried to share with the less for-
tunate peoples of the world. We have
given to the Secretary of Agriculture the
right to sell these commodities for dol-
lars. We have given him the right to
sell these commodities for foreign cur-
rency. We have given him a right to
barter these commodities for strategic
materials needed in our own economy
and, yes, we have given him the right
to grant and to give away the vital food
and fibers we now have in storage
wherever a need can be shown anywhere
on this earth.

It is unfortunate that we have been
unable to dispose of the great abundance
we have harvested. Unfortunately, our
problem of abundance has been aggra-
vated with the harvesting of every crop.
Now we find ourselves with about $3.5
billion invested in wheat alone, about
$2.,5 billion invested in corn and, prob-
ably, $11 billion or $2 billion in cotton,
a total investment in surplus commodi-
ties of approximately $9 billion. Com-
modities which we have been unable to
sell or to barter away or to even give
away. We have granted the Secretary
the right to make these commodities
available to needy people here at home—
to the people in our orphanages, in our
schools, and in our charitable and elee-
mosynary institutions. We have tried
to put food into the hungry mouths of
Americans, and we have made these
commodities available to people around
the globe and, yet, we find we are still
faced with a problem of abundance.

Mr. Chairman, I will insert in the Rec-
orD a list of the names of the countries,
which have participated in this very
magnanimous program during 1960 and
thus far in 1961. I do not think we
would have had this program but for the
fact that we did have an abundance of
food and fiber. I do not think we were
prompted entirely by motives of generos-
ity. This program started out to be a
surplus disposal program—an interna-
tional trade program—a program
through which we thought we would be
able to expand our foreign markets.
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Use or Tmrie I, PuBrLic Law 480 AUTHORIZA-
TION, CALENDAR YEARS 1960 AnD 1961

[Authorization of $1.5 b us carryover from pre-

bio oach
vious year available of these 2 years]
Calendar year 1960

Estimated
CCC cost
Country Date signed including
ocean trans-
portation
Thousands
OO0, - oo Jan. 7,1060 $6, 511
37 AR T ST G0cii=s 39,424
India (supplement) __ Jan, 8,1960 52, 367
Uruguay (supplement).._| Jan, 13, 1960 5, 989
Pakistan (supplement).__| Jan. 28,1960 38, 650
China (Taiwan) (supple-
ment)...cecann 9, 697
Pols.nd (wpplemen 68, 658
Feb. ‘lz 1960 17, 643
Viemnm (supp]ement)_h Feb. 13,1960 2,069
India (supplement) __.__. Mar. 21,1960 12, 6156
1 [ e e Sl Mar. 23, 1960 5,811
United Arab Republic
(Egypt) (supplement) _| Mar. 26, 1060 14, 781
Teeland_. Apr. ﬂ 1060 2,44
Paklstan (supplement)___ Apr. 11,1060 16, 326
RNt s L S [ Gt 115, 033
Indlal ................... May 4,1060 520, 750
Finland (supplement) . ._| May 6, 1060 100
Pakistan (supplement)._.| May 27, 1060 700
Jhile. ..o oliiiol | June 21060 4, 207
Yugoslavia..._.__ _| June 3, 1960 26, 040
n. June 22,1960 71,687
Israel (supple.ment} June 30, 1960 7, 658
Vietnam (supplement) do. 1,248
1541 LY it ok 1 183, 581
Iran__ aea-| July 28, 1960 12,488
India ésupp]rmons) ______ July 29, 1960 68,
United Arab Republic
(Egypt).. Aug. 1,1060 88, 176
United Arab Republic
(Syria).. e | Aug. 19,1980 26, 877
Clllia (amendment) 350
China (Taiwan).....-..—- , 1060 20, 685
Korea (supplement) Hept. 16, 1060 810
United Arab Repuhlic
'-%ria) (amendment). _| Sept. 17, 1960 1, 618
Pakistan (supplement)_._| Sept, 23, 1960 15, 066
India (supplement). ... - RERE P e 17, 151
Iran (sum) ment).......| Sept. 26, 1060 6, 834
Eeuador- ... -| Sept. 27, 1960 1, 000
Ceylon.._._.... -| Sept. 30, 1960 7, 200
lurugua} (supplement} --| Oct. 14,1060 3,204
Iran (sup];lument) Oet. 20, 1960 1,217
\«lotnum Oct. 28, 1960 11, 223
2,582
22,723
15,489
41, 100
51, 9500
57,210
Millions
Total committed, 1960 .- oo comemaeeeas $1,715
Calendar year 1061
Millions
Carryover. ... s et bt e e o )
New suthorization. ... ... 1, 500
Total available for 1961. . .. oo 1, 840
Estimated
08|
Country Date signed including
ocean trans-
portation
Thousands
India (balance of 4-year |.._...._....._.. $1, 580, 250
agreement).?
Paekey o i Jan. 11,1961 23,478
U:(xite !;mb Republie | Jan. 16, 1961 4, 762
.
China {Tuinan) (supple- | Feb, 9, 1961 5,790
ment,
Teeland (supplement)....| Feb, 27, 1961 75
Indonesia (supplement)..| Mar, 2, 1961 7,014
India (supplement)._.___ Mar. 9, 1961 43, 500
Pakistan (supplement)...| Mar. 11, 1961 9,249
Do 4, 100
Vietnam 3,425
"l‘urke& (sup])lcment) = 18, 500
, 400
e 2,158
Bollvln 5, 000
Millions
Total committed, 1961 .« oo $1,720
Balanoce Apr. 8, 1961 . . 120
1 1st year of 4-year agreement.

2 Financing for last 3 years of 4-year agreement signed
May 4, 1960,
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In connection with the observation
made by the gentleman who addressed
the House a moment ago, I frankly
confess that I have been disappointed,
because the authority to barter these
commodities away for strategic mate-
rials has not been carried out to the
true intent and meaning of the law. We
did barter successfully and well for more
than a billion dollars’ worth of strategic
materials which are now worth perhaps
a hundred million dollars more than
they were at the time we received them;
and on these materials we have saved
$105 million a year storage cost. But
all of a sudden barter was stopped and
our committee has never been able to
find out just why barter transactions
were abandoned.

It oceurs to me that if my neighbor
has something in abundance he does
not need and I have something in abun-
dance that I do not need, and each of
us wants the thing the other has, it is
only a natural and reasonable thing
for us to barter and trade. If there
is anything evil and unholy or un-
American or unconstitutional about bar-
ter transactions I challenge anyone in
or out of the Government to come to
our committee room and give us the
benefit of the information he has. We
have asked this question in the com-
mittee room time and time again: PFirst,
why has barter been abandoned? Sec-
ond, what is evil and unholy about
barter? What is wrong about it?
What is unwise about it?

Perhaps someone may suggest that
barter transactions interfere with nor-
mal trade and commerce. I have said
to those who make that assertion: Give
me the facts in any one case to show
where barter has interfered with the
commerce of the world or with our
domestic commerce. No one has yet
been able to submit documentary evi-
dence. Ithappens to be only the opinion
of one or two men perhaps that has
brought about the abandonment of our
barter fransactions. Barter has been
placed at the bottom of the list. First
is the sale for dollars, then sale for
foreign currencies, then give-away pro-
visions, then if you can neither sell for
dollars, foreign currencies, or give it
away, they will try to barter it away.

Then we were told we were bartering
for things we did not need. Our reply
was that if we were bartering for things
we did not need it is not our fault, but
the fault of those administering the
program, because you will find in the
reports of the committee that we should
not barter for things not needed. So in
a revision of Public Law 480 we wrote
into the act as guidelines that the
President must make up and provide
lists of articles for which we would bar-
ter. We understand that list has been
made. We also have been notified that
our various agencies are anxious to use
surplus commodities to barter for stra-
tegic materials needed in our defense
program. Yet the whole thing seems
to be stymied.

When you come to this bill it does not
amend the substantive provisions of
Public Law 480. We will have to bring
in an extension bill at a later date dur-
ing this session because Public Law 480
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expires at the end of this year. This bill
only authorizes the use of $2 billion
more of these commodities to be used
by our Government in sales for foreign
currencies to the people of other coun-
tries. Actually, I suppose that we have
a great surplus not only of agricultural
commodities but of foreign currencies.
In the next bill we will try to provide
some convertibility provision so that we
can convert the currency from one coun-
try into the currency of another country.

Coming to the bill now before us, it
is an authorization to use $2 billion more
of commodities. No one can say it is
back-door spending, because we have al-
ready spent the money. We have al-
ready purchased and paid for the com-
modities. Our warehouses are bulging
with food and fiber, and we know the
food is deteriorating. It is going out of
condition and being used for purposes
other than for human consumption.

Are we going to refuse to grant this
authority and abandon the Public Law
480 program for the remainder of the
year or are we going to authorize the
use of this $2 billion?

Why is the $2 billion necessary? If
you will read the report you will see
that in May of 1960 the President com-
mitted $2.2 billion to one country, to-wit,
India, more than two-thirds of the
money available to him for the full 2
vears 1960 and 1961. I understand now
that they are at the bottom of the barrel
and have only slightly more than $100
million left to finish out the year. I do
not say this critically, but the fact re-
mains that the information we have in-
dicates that of the commodities made
available more than 74 percent went to
India, to Pakistan, and to Poland. The
rest went to a long list of little countries
in small amounts.

I am not complaining about the In-
dian agreement, but the fact is that of
the amount of foreign currency to be
received by us we only actually set aside
about 15 percent for our own use; 421
percent of the remainder is to be a loan
to be repaid to us in rupees, the Indian
currency, over a period of 40 years. The
other 4215 percent is a grant or a gift.
I hope that will not be a pattern for all
of the transactions hereafter to follow.

But it is a solemn commitment made
in May 1960 which our Government in
good faith must keep.

The question comes up as to whether
or not this is a good program. I say
it is a good program. I said on the floor
of the House before, and I say now, I be-
lieve it has been remarkably free from
criticism, remarkably free from graft
and fraud, and that we have accom-
plished a lot with it.

I do want to conclude by saying that I
think the farmer has been bearing an
unfair share of the cost of our foreign
policy program. Why should all of this
enormous expenditure be charged to the
farm program, and yet it is so charged,
in the public mind?

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say, as one of
the authors of this program originally, I
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am very much in favor of it. There was
a question, however, that I did want to
ask, with reference to the hearings on
page 4, in which you asked these ques-
tions, Mr. Chairman:

First I would like you to tell the commlit-
tee, if you can, why it is that no title IV
program has been consummated,

Mr. DuNcAN. Mr. Chairman, we are cer-
talnly friendly toward title IV. We are push-
ing title IV. And we expect to make an an-
nouncement within the very mear future of
our first transaction under the program.

The CHAIRMAN, Is it not a fact that the
Congress authorized programs under title
IV as a loan program?

Mr. DuwNcaN. That is true.

The CHAmRMAN, That is the program that
contemplates sales for dollars, at low interest
rates?

The question I wanted to put to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture is, What has been
done, if anything, since the date of these
hearings with reference to title IV, which
I consider to be a large part of the fu-
ture of this program, if it is to be suc-
cessful?

Mr. COOLEY. Well, I think it is very
unfortunate that no transactions were
closed under that title. Our committee
has had information to the effect that
many countries were willing to purchase
these commodities for dollar credit if low
interest rates could be provided and long-
term payment programs could be ar-
ranged. Unfortunately, not a single
transaction has been closed under title
IV since we passed if.

Now, we provided that the interest
rate should not exceed the cost to the
Federal Government, and we recom-
mended that it be about 2 percent, and
that the commodities be sold with a re-
payment period of up to 20 years. In-
stead of taking what we provided as a
maximum, the administrator provided
that as a minimum, and the interest
rate, I think, was above 4 percent, and
no country was able to pay that high in-
terest rate; consequently no transactions
were closed.

Now, you asked me the question “What
has happened since these hearings.” I
am told that they are working on some
transactions now, and they hope to con-
summate at least one of them in the
very near future. But, I can say to my
friend that it will be the purpose of our
committee to keep in touch with the
situation, and to do all we can to urge,
and to bring about the use of title 4.

Mr. SPRINGER. May I ask the dis-
tinguished chairman one additional
question?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr, SPRINGER. I refer to page 14
of the hearings, near the top.

Mr. Ioanes. In most cases we have come
mighty close to that. With regard to the
Cooley provision you talk of, without
identifying particular countries—I do not
think we ought to do that on the record—
there are two countries that refused to permit
any loans to American business. The al-
ternative is to say, “No” to them completely
and not move the commodity, or to negotiate
as best you can and hope that next year you
will do a better job of convincing them.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you not agree that in
order to move commodities you are going to
have to make up your mind about that?

Mr, Ioanes, Yes, sir.
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Then there follows quite a statement
by you as chairman, and I will not read
it, regarding the long-term interest rate.
I want to know why that program has

- not been pushed harder.

Mr. COOLEY. Well, the basic agree-
ment must provide for the setting aside
of 25 percent of the foreign currency
generated by the transaction. I offered
that amendment which was adepted. I
was prompted to do so by many business-
men who thought that it would be a
good idea, and it turned out to be a good
idea. I think the program has been very
wisely and well administered. But the
recipient country must agree, in the
basic agreement, to a set aside of that
25 percent which was referred to by the
gentleman as the Cooley funds, and I
think we should insist on its being in
every basic agreement.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to say that I support the chairman
in that. I think this long-term develop-
ment that we have talked about basically
in some of these countries ought to be
carried out by loans from receipts under
these programs which are there, and
which stay in those countries. That
seems to me one way in which we can
use these counterpart funds that come
as a result of these agreements, rather
than coming back to the Treasury of
the United States, and asking for sup-
port, as we did yesterday for some $500
million for South and Central America.
I do not say that program is wrong, but
I think we can do more with this
program.

In addition, I think the gentleman’s
committee developed in these hearings
that there are large amounts of counter-
part funds in many of these countries
which are not being used and which
ought to be loaned at low interest to
businesses that can help develop some
of these underdeveloped countries where
these products are sold.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman will
recall that back in the early days of the
Marshall plan there was objection to
our using anything that we had re-
ceived of value even to pay our own
expenses. Under this program we have
used $1,609 million to pay American ex-
penses abroad. In other words, we have
saved that much in dollars; we have
paid that much with surplus commod-
ities. If we could use the 25 percent set-
aside for American businessmen to bor-
row and to build in foreign countries
I think it would benefit the receipient
country, Another thing that we could
do to improve our situation, and we are
trying to do it, is to promote better
markets for our farm commodities in
foreign countries. We have set-aside,
I think it is 5 percent, to be used by the
administration in market promotional
work.

Mr. SPRINGER. Was there not some
evidence, Mr. Chairman, that it was
only up to 2 percent in some of these
countries?

Mr, COOLEY. Yes; we authorized 5
percent, but unfortunately they have not
used the money. They have used about
half of what we authorized.

Mr. SPRINGER. It seems to me that
some of these suggestions coming out of
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the Committee on Agriculture are very
good and I should hope that the gen-
tleman’s committee can stimulate who-
ever is in charge of this program to use
some of these tools which you have
given them in some of this legislation,
which I think is broadly in the public
interest.

Mr. COOLEY. We shall certainly con-
tinue our efforts in that direction.

Mr. JONAS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I notice
on page 11 of the hearings the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Poacel estab-
lished the fact that 42 percent of this
$2 billion Indian transaction is an out-
right gift.

Mr. COOLEY. The 4215 percent is a
gift, 4215 percent a loan, and 15 percent
is reserved for U.S. uses.

Mr. JONAS. In questioning Depart-
ment witnesses, the gentleman from
Texas further established the fact or in
answer to his question it was indicated
that the Department was not prepared
to say that that policy would continue.
What are the facts?

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poace]l was disturbed over
the fact that the Indian agreement
might be considered as a pattern for
future transactions. Certainly we do
not agree. I am sure we agree with the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poacel that
it is unfortunate that the Indian agree-
ment calls for a donation of 4215 per-
cent of the amount involved.

Mr, JONAS. My question is: Did we
get any agreement or any statement out
of the Department witnesses indicating
that that pattern will not be followed
under this bill, or are we to assume that
$500 million of this $2 billion will be
given away instead of being traded for
foreign goods?

Mr. COOLEY. All I can say is that I
know the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
Poace] tried to make his position per-
fectly clear. I think he did. I am sure
the administrators, the people in the
Department, know how the committee
feels about it.

Mr. JONAS. All I could get from the
answers to the guestions was that they
would study the matter, but they made
no commitment to the committee and
therefore to the Congress.

Mr. COOLEY. This agreement was
made in May 1960, and these are new
fellows down there now. I can only hope
they will not have to follow the old
pattern.

Mr. JONAS. I thought we might get
a commitment out of them that if the
old pattern was wrong it would be dis-
carded and would not be followed in con-
nection with this $2 billion.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make it
very clear at the outset of this debate
that I favor and support Public Law 480,
the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954. I had the privi-
lege of participating in the writing of
this tremendously useful and construc-
tive law in the 83d Congress. Through
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the years it has been invaluable in im-
plementing both our foreign and our ag-
ricultural policies, and its benefits have
become widely recognized by farmers,
taxpayers, and the general public.

The bill as reported by the Committee
on Agriculture does just one thing—it
increases by $2 billion the amount of
funds which can be spent during the bal-
ance of calendar year 1961 to finance
foreign currency sales under title I of
the act. This $2 billion would be over
and above the $1.5 billion already au-
thorized and already spent.

You will note that the minority mem-
bers of the Committee on Agriculture
signed a minority report as to the $2-
billion authorization, contending that
the Department of Agriculture had not
justified their asking for $2 billion. They
did justify their asking for $1.1 billion.
Our minority had in mind that in view
of the large expenditures being made
under Public Law 480 and the large ex-
penditures contemplated the Congress
should not authorize the appropriation
of more money than was obligated.

I think it stands to reason that that
should be done not only for the protec-
tion of the program but to relieve it of
any criticism by having it said that we
are issuing blank checks for agreements
which are still in the embryo stage and
have not been entered into. So I pro-
pose to present an amendment at the
proper time to reduce this $2-billion au-
thorization by $900 million, which would
authorize then the expenditure of $1.1
billion in addition to the funds which
they already have on hand.

It is our contention that they have
ample money to carry on this program
for the balance of the calendar year
1961, and that is all that the $2 billion
authorization applies to.

I think I should point out at this time
that it is necessary to extend Public
Law 480 hefore this session of Congress
adjourns in that the act will expire on
December 31, 1961. I understand that
full and ample hearings will be held
within the next few weeks at which the
extension of Public Law 480 will be con-
sidered, and at that time whatever new
authorizations are ready or are justified
I am sure will be approved.

I certainly want to vote for all the
authorization money that is necessary
to carry on the program, but I am quite
skeptical of this idea of authorizing the
appropriation of money for agreements
which, as I say, are still ‘'n the embryo
stage and have not come into being. As
far as the amount of money on hand,
which has been referred to, the balance
on April 8, 1961, was $120 million. That
is in addition to the $1.1 billion that has
previously been authorized which will
amount to the sum of $1,220 million for
the balance of the year 1961.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN.
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. What $1,200 million is
the gentleman referring to?

Mr. HOEVEN. I am referring to the
$1.1 billion that has been already au-
iﬁ:wrized and committed, as I understand

I yield to the gentle-
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Mr. POAGE. 1 do not understand.
Let us see if we cannof understand it.
What figure of $1,200 million is there?

Mr. HOEVEN. According to my fig-
ures, the balance as of April 8, 1961, is
$120 million.

Mr,. POAGE. Yes, that is right.

Mr. HOEVEN. And the new authori-
zation for the calendar year 1961 is $1.500
million.

Mr. POAGE. Where is that now?
That is the one-half of the $3 billion
authorization which was made; is that
what you were referring to?

Mr. HOEVEN. Yes, that is right.

Mr. POAGE. Yes, that is correct, but if
I understand it, that money has long
since been committed and at least most
of it was committed prior to the 20th
day of January 1961.

Mr. HOEVEN. All I know about it is
on page 2 of the document handed to me
this morning—it says, “carryover $340
million."”

Mr. POAGE. The carryover, begin-
ning the 1st of January 1961; that is
correct.

Mr. HOEVEN. Yes.

Mr. POAGE. But on the 20th day of
January 1961, that is not correct.

Mr. HOEVEN. It says the new au-
thorization for the calendar year 1961 is
$1.5 hillion.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct, but by
the 20th day of January, that was not
correct; was it?

Mr. HOEVEN. The total available for
1961 was $1,840 million and they com-
mitted in 1961 $1,720 million, leaving a
balance on April 8, 1961, of $120 million.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct so there
is only $120 million left.

Mr. HOEVEN. I imagine under that
kind of analysis, the gentleman from
Texas is correct.

Mr. POAGE. So it is not fair to say
that $1,700 million is to be available to
carry on this program. There is only
$120 million, or there was, 3 weeks ago.

Mr. HOEVEN. I refer to the new au-
thorization for the year 1961, and it is all
in the same figure.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct, but 4
months of the year 1961 have gone by.

Mr, HOEVEN. I appreciate that fact,
and the gentleman may be correct in his
analysis, and if we can correct the rec-
ord in that respect.

Mr. POAGE. I want to make sure
that we are not saying there is $1,700
million available at this time, because it
is not there.

Mr. BOW. Myr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN.
man from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. Looking at your record on
page 9 of your hearings, the chairman
said:

How much money do you have now un-
committed?

The answer was, “$150 million.”

Since the time of the hearings, up un-
til the date of April 8 that you have on
this other statement that I find here,
there was $20 million committed. So,
according to your figures before us here,
you have $120 million uncommitted. I
think the gentleman from Iowa is
correct.

I yield to the gentle-
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Mr., HOEVEN. That is correct.

Mr. BOW. At least, if your hearings
are correct, then you are correct in your
statement.

Mr. HOEVEN. That is correct; there
is no argument about that.

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly the point
I was raising. The gentleman said that
$1,700 million is presently available.
There is only $120 million, and that is
exactly the point the gentleman from
Ohio has made, and that is exactly the
point the gentleman from Iowa now con-
fesses. But there is not $1,700 million
available at this time, as the gentleman
from Iowa first said:

There is only $120 million.

Mr. BOW. One further observation,
I confess surprise to find further in the
same statement that there is approxi-
mately $150 million still uncommitted—
now $120 million—and reference to $2
billion. Listen to this language: “The
small balance of $2 billion.” I am a
little startled to find that people are
coming up from downtown and speak-
ing of $2 billion as a small balance.

Mr., WHITTEN, Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield.

Mr. WHITTEN. I notice here that in
the debate the phrase “moneys avail-
able” is used frequently. Unfortunately,
if the gentleman will permit, there is
not any money available. The bill itself
authorizes the Department to enter into
agreements for the sale of commodities
for which this Government is to receive
foreign currencies which are not con-
vertible.

The point I would like to make to the
gentleman here is that the Commodity
Credit Corporation had practically all
its funds exhausted a few months ago,
and the Congress refused to restore that
capital impairment. The Corporation
can get its funds in two ways: First,
through the appropriation process where
we put up American dollars for that
which they sell for foreign currency, or
they can sell for dollars and have those
funds available.

So I may point out again that this bill
under which we are selling commodities
for which we paid American dollars, sell-
ing them for foreign currencies which
are not convertible, the Appropriations
Committee will be called on to appro-
priate dollar for dollar every dollar
amount which is before us. I think that
any effort to go overboard in this pro-
gram with commodities that otherwise
could be used under payment in kind to
help bring our production in balance is
costly, because if we could use these
commodities to bring our production in
balance we would save the price support
cost of those products in the amount
that production is reduced.

I thank the gentleman, and I would
like to point out again that there is no
money available now and there will not
be. Actually what we do here will call
for providing money later.

Mr. HOEVEN. May I ask the gentle-
man this question: Does the gentleman
believe we should authorize appropria-
tion of money which has not been justi-
fied by the Department?
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Mr. WHITTEN. What we do here is
commit ourselves to future appropria-
tions. I think there should be ample
justification before the committee for
these expenditures before we have to
bring in the appropriation bill paying
these costs. We must do that in the
next several weeks. The bigger the
amount here, the bigger our appropria-
tion request must be.

Mr. HOEVEN. I am glad the gentle-
man has made his position clear. That
is exactly my position, and in the judg-
ment of the minority there is no ample
justification for more than the $1.1 bil-
lion for the remainder of the fiscal year
1861.

Before this session of Congress ad-
journs we will again consider the au-
thorizations which are justified at that
time in connection with the extension
of Public Law 480—it must be extended
this year. I do not think we should
issue a blank check unless it is justified.

I just want to make myself clear again
that I do not think they have justified
their askings. I am willing to authorize
money to carry out the items if they are
justified. Certainly the American tax-
payers have the right to expect that the
expenditure of some $900 million will
not be authorized by the Congress with-
out a program being submitted, or that
the $1 billion will be authorized based
on pure speculation without actual
agreements or without even potential
agreements reduced to mnegotiations.
Certainly it is not expecting too much
to have them justify their asking.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. Iyield.

Mr. JONAS. In view of the comments
of the gentleman from Mississippi and
those of the gentleman from Iowa, I
think the record should be crystal clear
that whatever we do here today in au-
thorizing commodities to be given away,
exchanged, or traded for foreign cur-
rencies, ultimately this Congress will
have to put up the money to replenish
the CCC in a subsequent appropriation
bill.

Mr. HOEVEN. That iscorrect.

Mr. JONAS. I am not opposed to the
program—I voted for it and for ifs ex-
tensions and am in favor of extending it
today—but I think we ought to under-
stand what we are doing. We are not
simply trading commodities we have in
storage for foreign currencies. We are
committing this Government and this
Congress for a future appropriation to
pay for the cost of those commodities.

Mr. HOEVEN. May I say to the gen-
tleman I was interested in his inquiry
about the grant to India. The largest
part of this authorization and agreement
last year was to India, supplemented in
the year 1961. Forty-two and one-half
percent of that going to India was a di-
rect grant.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I suspect in view of
the rivalry between India and Pakistan
that Pakistan will have to be afforded
the same kind of treatment.
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Mr. JONAS. May I say to the gen-
tleman that is the reason I asked my
coileague from North Carolina the ques-
tion, because as I read the colloquy be-
tween the gentleman from Texas and
department witnesses, it was clearly es-
tablished that $500 million of this $2
billion involved will be an outright gift.
You received no commitment from the
department witnesses that there will be
a change in the pattern. All you re-
ceived were assurances that the subject
was being studied; is that true?

Mr. HOEVEN. That is correct.

Getting back to this authorization, let
me point out that on January 9, 1961,
the Eisenhower administration asked for
an additional $1.1 billion, the exact
amount contained in my amendment.
The Department asked for the additional
$1.1 billion, some $900 million less than
that provided in this bill. In a letter
to the Congress requesting $1.1 billion,
the Department justified that amount
and nothing more.

Let me point out the thing that con-
cerns those of us on the minority side.
The original purpose of Public Law 480
when enacted was for the orderly dis-
posal of surplus agricultural commodi-
ties. We had a great surplus then, and
we have it now. It is interesting to note
that in spite of the tremendous job we
have done in disposing of agricultural
commodities to date under Public Law
480, in excess of some $9 billion, we still
have invested in the Commodity Credit
Corporation about $9 billion or more. In
spite of all of our efforts, we have a con-
tinuing problem.

It seems to me that we are departing
from the original purposes of Public
Law 480, to-wit, the orderly disposal of
surplus agricultural commodities. I can
see in the offing a great program for
world relief and welfare. It is admitted
by the Department of Agriculture that
this is their purpose.

In the testimony of Mr. John P. Dun-
can, Jr., Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture, on March 15, 1961, before our com=-
mittee, he said, among other things:

The American farmer is efficlent and pro-
ductive. And this capacity offers great op=-
portunities to feed needy people in this
country, particularly in depressed areas.

There is also great opportunity to attack
hunger and malnutritlon overseas.

At thls point, I want to make clear the
administration's posltlon on farm abundance.
We do not view it as a problem which forces
us into a surplus disposal operation. We do
not view it as a mnational catastrophe.

Rather we believe U.S. farm productivity is
a national blessing.

This all seems to indicate that we are
departing from the original purpose of
Public Law 480 and that we are now
embarking on a world relief program.
Now, if that is the policy of this admin-
istration, then let them charge these ex-
penditures to the proper agencies of the
Government involved. I, for one, am
getting fed up with the Department of
Agriculture being charged with all of
these expenditures when a large part of
it should be charged to the Department
of State and a large part of it should
be charged to the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare and not charged
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to the American farmer and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

I suggested to Department witnesses
before our committee on this bill that
I thought it was high time to start to do
some bookkeeping and that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture should only be
charged for those items which truly
should be charged to the Department of
Agriculture. For instance, take the
school lunch program. It started out
during a period of surpluses and has
now become a permanent part of our
way of life, which apparently cannot be
changed. The milk program is also a
good thing. Still, both of these programs
are charged to the Department of Agri-
culture whereas the school lunch pro-
gram and the milk program benefit all
the children of the United States and
contribute to their general welfare. The
same way with these vast expenditures
for foreign aid and foreign relief. Why
should they not be charged to the De-
partment of State and not to the De-
partment of Agriculture?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Do I
understand, then, that if, for example,
food was furnished to these distressed
areas, that would be charged to the De-
partment of Agriculture?

Mr. HOEVEN. Exactly.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Did I understand the
gentleman to say that $1.1 billion had
been justified?

Mr. HOEVEN. Has been justified, yes.

Mr. GROSS. Since when did justifi-
cation have any meaning around here?
I seem to recall that yesterday we passed
a bill for $600 million that had no justifi-
cation whatever.

Mr, HOEVEN. I think the gentleman
is correct in that assumption.

Mr. GROSS. I just wondered whether
justification meant anything.

Mr. HOEVEN. As far as this bill is
concerned, there is no justification for
the $2 billion. We should not give them
any more money than they can actually
use at this time, in view of the fact that
we will, within a few weeks, take another
look at the situation.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield
further, What is the difference in prinei-
ple between these proceedings today and
the one yesterday?

Mr. HOEVEN. Well, the principle may
be the same, but involved in the debate
on yesterday was the serious problem
involving foreign affairs and the security
of our country.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
to say, we were all frightened yesterday,
and it had to be done right then.

Mr. HOEVEN. The gentleman can
draw his own conclusions and make up
his own mind on that.

Mr. GROSS. Everything is peace and
light today; is that right?

Mr. HOEVEN. Now, I would like to
say another thing which concerns me
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somewhat relative to the beneficiaries of
our bounty. Reference was made to Mr.
Nehru of India. He has seen fit to criti-
cize the U.S. Government for its action
in relation to Cuba. I have taken from
the same issue of a Washington paper
an item covering the criticism by Mr.
Nehru of the United States in that
regard, and turning to another page of
that same paper I find that India is
to ask for $638 million foreign aid
from the United States. I do hope that
all of these agreements are carefully
analyzed, and that we be generous to
our friends who will stand with us when
the chips are down.

I simply want to point out that I think
all we should authorize at this time is
$1.1 billion, as provided in my amend-
ment. The $900 million is not justified
at this time in view of the fact that with-
in a few weeks we will review this entire
picture, and we then can authorize what-
ever can be justified at that time.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of H.R. 4728 is to authorize the
President to enter into agreements dur-
ing the 1961 calendar year calling for
the sale of an additional $2 billion of
agriculture commodities under the Agri-
culture Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, which is better known
as Public Law 480.

My colleagues will remember that this
law was extended in September 1959 to
December of 1961,

There has been no more far-reaching
law in all of our history to dispose of
agricultural produce than this act under
debate today. In a period of some 6%
years, we have sold over $9 billion of
agriculture produce outside of the United
States. These sales have extended from
Argentina to Iceland and from Spain to
Indonesia. The greater portion of the
agriculture products disposed of have
been those under price support, and more
immediately those in which we have a
vast surplus. The contracts for sale as
of March 11, 1961, were a total of 225.
This means that we have been active in
the international field in disposing of
surplus agriculture produce in this coun-
try. The law has been of tremendous
assistance to agriculture generally. I
can speak with some authority when I
say that this law has almost been a sal-
vation in the soybean field. For many
years when we ran a great surplus of soy-
bean oil we have been able to dispose of
it in countries where shortages of oil
have occurred. In 1957 and 1958, soy-
bean oil took the place of olive oil in the
Mediterranean countries from Spain to
Greece.

Since World War II, the originators
of soybean processing—the Japanese—
have been cut off from their previous
source of supply, which was Manchuria.
In many years during the 1950’s, the
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United States sold in excess of 40 million
bushels a year in the Japanese market.
Recently, additional new requests have
been received from countries abroad.
We are now in the process of winding up
negotiations with India for approximate-
ly $2 billion in sales over the next few
years. Pending also is another rather
large contract with Pakistan. Both of
these are underdeveloped areas of the
world where approximately 200 million
people are ill fed 365 days of the year.
As everyone knows, American agricul-
ture has been producing far more agri-
cultural commodities than can be sold
through the normal channels of trade for
consumption at home and abroad. Pub-
lic Law 480 has been the major instru-
ment of the United States in making use
of this abundance in countries through-
out the world. It is the keystone of our
use of agricultural surpluses to help
friendly nations in need of assistance.

From 1954 through December of 1960,
we have sold abroad the following agri-
cultural commodities: 1,437 billion bush-
els of wheat; 288 million bushels of feed
grains; 49 million hundredweight of rice;
over 5 million bales of cotton; more than
4 billion pounds of fats and oils, the
major portion of which was soybean oil;
and 113 million pounds of meat. The
size of these sales almost staggers imagi-
nation. '

In many areas of the world, we have
been granting economic aid to under-
developed countries in the form of loans
and grants. We have used the foreign
currency resulting from these sales in
that economic development instead of
American dollars. To the extent that
foreign currency has taken the place of
dollars, the outflow of gold from the
United States has been stopped and dol-
lar appropriations for expenditure
abroad have been unnecessary.

It is essential not only to agriculture,
but also to the general welfare of this
country that this program be continued.

Undoubtedly title I of Public Law 480
has been the major use for sale under
the program. I do think it important at
this time that no opportunity should be
lost to take full advantage of every op-
portunity to explore other ways of dis-
posing of surplus agricultural commodi-
ties under other titles of the bill. My
colleagues will recall my comments of a
few moments ago to the chairman of the
House Committee on Agriculture. In
those comments, I tried to be construc-
tive. It is my belief that title IV of this
bill could be used to a greater extent than
it has in the past. Title IV is a loan pro-
gram and contemplates covering a great
many years. This gives constancy to the
program and gives countries purchasing
from us a chance to make long-term
commitments, based upon the needs for
individual years.

I was happy to see that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture stated on page 5
of the hearings on this bill as follows:

Mr. Chairman, we are certainly friendly, as
I eald, toward the title IV authority. We
have already begun moving in this direction.
We are pushing title IV. And we are right
now on the verge of signing an agreement
with a foreign country for our first sales

under the program.
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The Cooley amendment has a great
many advantages. Under that program,
counterpart funds could be used to per-
mit loans to American business to de-
velop backward countries. This in turn
would provide much-needed jobs to those
areas which have immense populations
and great underemployment. ‘This
again would substitute for American dol-
lars which we are providing in many
instances to develop and assist under-
developed countries.

I note again on page 16 of the hear-
ings that the committee has under con-
sideration its own thinking on trying to
eliminate barriers to trade for Ameri-
can products in countries benefiting by
Public Law 480. If we do business with
those countries under Public Law 480, it
is entirely reasonable that they should
not throw barriers or tariffs against agri-
culture produce which is not subject to
Public Law 480.

We have for many years been trying
to break down barriers to world trade
in agricultural produce. The United
States ought to be able to sell agricul-
tural produce in any part of the world
without local quotas or local tariffs
against our produce. It is my hope that
the House Committee on Agriculture, and
its great chairman, will continue to fol-
low this matter, using all of the legis-
lation we have in Public Law 480, to
force countries accepting the benefits of
Public Law 480 to grant enfry to our
other agricultural products.

A fourth matter of considerable im-
portance is the attempts that should be
made under this bill to promote mar-
kets for our agricultural produce abroad.
At the present time, 2 percent of the
counterpart funds are subject to con-
vertibility for this purpose. I realize
there has been resistance to this by the
countries having counterpart funds un-
der this program. The chairman of the
House Committee on Agriculture, on
page 18 of the hearings, states:

Would it not be an advantage if we in-
creased that 2 percent to, say, 10 percent con-
vertibility for this purpose?

It appears to me that 2 percent con-
vertibility is very low for use in promot-
ing our agricultural program for sale of
other products abroad. Ten percent is
certainly reasonable. We ought to make
every effort to dispose of surplus agri-
cultural commodities not only under this
program but also just in the open market.

Mr. Chairman, I was one of the five
authors of Public Law 480, the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954. What appeared at that time
a radical departure from the normal pat-
tern of trade which we had followed for
over 150 years, has been a tremendous
success. It was a breakthrough for
American agriculture in world markets.
Some parts of the program have fol-
lowed much in line with the popular
words “Food for Peace.” There is no
greater weapon we have in the battle
against world communism than the tre-
mendous surplus of agriculture which is
grown in the United States every year.
This surplus should be considered a bless-
ing. I believe that most people do be-
lieve it is a blessing, whether they live
on the farm or in the city, Our real
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problem has been to get worldwide dis-
tribution for American agricultural
produce at reasonable prices and under
programs which are adaptable to our
economy. Public Law 480 has been the
greatest instrument we have had in my
lifetime for the sale of American produce
outside the continental limits of the
United States.

The enactment of H.R. 4728 will give
continuance to that program and do
much to strengthen American agricul-
ture and win friends throughout the
world, whom the United States needs in
this precarious moment in history.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection,

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve public hearings should be held be-
fore further authorizations are made
under Public Law 480.

There are strong indications the origi-
nal goal of the program—surplus
disposal—has been serapped in favor of
a gigantic worldwide welfare program.
Public hearings would make clear the
new nature and new goals of the pro-
gram and would enable the Congress
to measure its full implications and
determine the effect on foreign and
domestic agricultural markets.

If Public Law 480 is to be primarily a
welfare program, bookkeeping should be
changed so that the cost is charged to
welfare, not to the farmer, and proce-
dures should be changed to prevent
opening the floodgates for back-door
spending.

Our Nation faces a serious balance-of-
payments problem. Before any further
agreements are consummated, consider-
ation should be given to adding “spend-
ing by U.S. tourists” to the list of
approved uses for foreign currencies ac-
quired under this program. Tourists
could exchange dollars for local cur-
rencies at the embassy upon entering
the country. This would help to reduce
the outflow of dollars.

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Poacel.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it is most
difficult to discuss a problem when the
opposition alleges its great devotion for
and support of the program; but the sole
question here is whether you are going to
pay the previous administration’s obli-
gations only or whether you are going to
continue this program.

The gentleman from JIowa [Mr.
Hokeven] repeated several times that the
minority—every member of which on
our committee signed the minority re-
port—was anxious to carry on this pro-
gram, was anxious to provide all the
funds necessary, but that $1.1 billion
had been documented and had been
justified whereas the additional $900
million had not been justified.

From his standpoint he is exactly cor-
rect. The previous administration rec-
ommended $1.1 billion as of January 9,
1961, as being the amount necessary to
carry out the obligations already in-
curred by that administration—that is,
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incurred or under negotiation at that
time. In other words, it took exactly
$1.1 billion on the 9th day of January to
complete the obligations of the adminis-
tration. If you are willing to say that
you want to saw this program off as of
the 9th day of January, and say that
you will carry out the obligations ereated
by the previous administration but will
provide no funds whatever for any new
obligations; if you are unwilling to pro-
ceed with anything new, but simply
want to stop right where the previous ad-
ministration said they had gone, then
you want to vote for the proposal to cut
this down to $1.1 billion because that is
all that was justified on the 9th day of
January in 1961. But if you want a con-
tinuing program—I do not know
whether you do or not; I do—one which
will enable the present administration
to sign some contracts, too, then you are
going to have to provide for the use of
more of these surplus commodities. You
do not have to provide for the appropria-
tion of new moneys. We have already
paid for these commodities. But you
have got to authorize the use of these
commodities for this program and you
have got to authorize the use of more
than the amount the previous admin-
istration had already committed,

We have to go from the 9th day of
January 1951 on which this last report
was based, until the 1st day of January
1962. It does not make any difference
if we are going to bring in another
480 bill here in the next few months,
because that bill is going to start its
effectiveness on the 1st day of January
1962, and you have the time between
now and the 1st day of January 1962,
for which you had on the 15th day of
April authority to use $120 million of
these surplus commodities.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to reem-
phasize the fact that the gentleman has
pointed out, that the previous adminis-
tration allowed $2.2 billion to India,
which was two-thirds of all the money
available. That same administration
negotiated transactions totaling an ad-
ditional $1,250 million which are ready
now to be closed. If you take the $1.1
billion you will not even have enough
money to close those transactions. We
will be out of business from now to the
31st of December.

Mr. POAGE. The previous adminis-
tration had committed this money at
a rate about 50 percent in excess of the
authorization by the Congress up until
the 20th of January 1961. They had
made commitments at a rate of about
150 percent of what the Congress had
authorized up to that time. If we
stopped right now we could not carry
on any substantial additional program.
As the gentleman has just pointed out,
the past administration committed $2.2
billion in the Indian agreement. Now
it is suggested, “Well, you won’t do any-
thing for Pakistan.” Can this Nation
do business in this world on that sort
of basis? giving India $2.2 billion and
saying to Pakistan, their neighbor, who
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is our military ally—and India is not—
“No, the Congress would not authorize
the use of any of these surplus commod-
ities after the 20th day of January 1961.
After that time the Congress did not
want us to use any of these commod-
ities.”

- Mr. COOLEY. One other observa-
tion: Unless this bill is passed as we pre-
sented it, the negotiations now being
conducted with Brazil over an agreement
would have to be abandoned. We would
Jjust be out of business.

Mr. POAGE. All but $120 million of
these negotiations will have to be
abandoned. There is $120 million that
can be used to fulfill those obligations,
and that is all that can be used from now
until 1962 unless you pass this full
amount rather than this bobtailed
amount which pays the debt of the past
administration, I grant you that, but is
it honest, is it fair, for this House simply
to pay the debts of a past administra-
tion and say to the present administra-
tion that you are absolutely hamstrung?
One could take that position, all right,
if he wanted to, but it does not seem to
me he can very consistently take that
position and at the same {ime say, “We
believe in this program, we are thor-
oughly sold on this program, we want
this program to go on, but we do not
want the new administration to do any-
thing about it. We are glad to pay the
debts of the past administration but we
are not willing to let the new adminis-
tration do anything about it.”

Mr. COOLEY. I want to emphasize
one other fact. We have talked about
these programs for many months and
years during the past administration and
the present administration. This would
end the food for peace program.

Mr. POAGE. It will end the food for
peace program. It will end the 480 pro-
gram. What disturbs me so badly, be-
cause these are able gentlemen, is that
they get up here and say, “We ought to
have a confinuing program, we ought
to have something these people can rely
on from year to year,” and then they
deny the new administration the right
to use these surplus commodities. Gen-
tlemen, we must give foreign countries a
long repayment period. I agree. I in-
troduced legislation to do this last year.
Yet I saw another minority report last
year which would have prohibited this
committee and this Congress from au-
thorizing that long period of time or
those low interest rates which were
spoken of with so much gusto just a few
moments ago. I know where the votes
came from which killed that low inter-
est rate, and you do too. I know where
the votes came from which prohibited
us from making a 10-year agreement
with anybody, and you do too.

It is perfectly all right for anybody
to hold those views, but how can they
hold those views and at the same time
tell this House, “We must have a pro-
gram of longtime commitments where
these people can rely on what they are
going to get for a long period of time
to come.” If you are going to cut this
off and just pay the debts of the past
administration, you are going to do
absolutely nothing in the way of pro-
viding exactly the kind of program we
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are told we need, and which I believe
we need. I think we do need a long-
time program. I think we do need a
low interest rate, and I mean a 2-per-
cent interest rate.

I want that to be clear right now, be-
cause I do not want somebody to go
home and say that I said the United
States should buy something up and pay
4 percent and then lend it out at 2 per-
cent. We are paying about 14 percent or
more a year costs to carry our surplus
commodities. If we are selling these
commodities and get 2 percent a year, it
seems to me we are making a rather
substantial profit rather than taking any
substantial loss. That is what I am
pleading with you to do.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. The storage costs are
going to run about $1 billion a year; is
that correct?

Mr. POAGE. That is correct; yes.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the House will
not get the impression that the amend-
ment proposed for $1.1 billion is going
to wreck the Public Law 480 program.
It only applies to the calendar year 1961.
They have a working balance of $120
million. The amendment provides for
an additional $1.1 billion, which would
make $1,220 million. The committee will
act on new authorizations within a few
weeks, I am sure, in connection with the
extension of the law.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. The $1,100 million will
not even be enough to meet the $1,250
million worth of transactions now ready
to be closed.

Mr. HOEVEN. Again I say there was
no justification shown for more than
$1.1 billion.

Mr. COOLEY. That was to meet pro-
spective present commitments, but not
future operations.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. McINTIRE].

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Chairman, a re-
port of the committee on page 9, I think,
would offer some enlightenment relative
to this discussion. I would call your at-
tention to the fact that the reference
there is to a billion dollars of these con-
tracts ready to be closed in that item;
No. 2 of which the title says, “programs
under development resulting from coun-
try requests.” Do not let us get confused
with the quotation of $1,100 million or
$1,200 million worth of contracts ready
to be closed with this figure. This figure
is simply formal requests on file with the
Department, and there are many of these
requests made which never result in any
contracts. I would also call your atten-
tion to the fact that item 3 is an addi-
tional $600 million for which the title
here says simply, “Additional programs
expected.”
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This is not, certainly, in the context of
requests. It is not in the context of con-
tracts ready for closing because item 1,
as presented in the majority report, says
that as of this time there is $50 million
worth ready for closing.

There are $50 million worth of nego-
tiations which are ready for closing.
There is $1,250 million which is the
total of requests made but about which
there is no definite assurance that con-
tracts will be signed. The statement is
made that at the present time a contract
of $1 billion is being discussed with
Pakistan. Assuming that that is nego-
tiated, there is room enough in this bal-
ance proposed by the minority to cover
this contract and leave $220 million
more. Admittedly, this is close budget-
ing, but we are dealing here in sums
which I think justify close budgeting. I
think they justify serious consideration,
and even if there is only $200 million
left for the calendar year 1961, as the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAceE] men-
tioned, the extension of this act does not
go into effect until the beginning of the
calendar year 1962, but we do have $220
million to cover these other negotiations
which may reach the point of contract
within the balance of the calendar year.
This is very close financing, but I think
we need justification of these items. This
is the position of the minority as set
forth in their report.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McINTIRE. I yield.

Mr. HOEVEN. I agree with the gen-
tleman that we must meei the commit-
ments covering agreements already
made. I would like to point out to the
membership of the House that in the
omnibus farm bill now being considered
by the Committee on Agriculture the
Department is asking for an authoriza-
tion of $7.5 billion during the next 5
years at a rate of $2,500 million a year.
Someone has not been at all careful in
their figuring, because the entire sum of
$7,500 million would be expended in 3
years at that rate. I do think it is high
time we weighed our financial situation
as far as these negotiations are con-
cerned.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MCINTIRE. 1yield.

Mrs. MAY. The gentleman, I know,
has been very faithful in his attendance
at the committee hearings. I wonder if
he recalls any testimony on the part of
any Government official that indicated
that if the full amount they requested
were not appropriated the program
would come to a halt as indicated by cer-
tain Members on the other side of the
aisle?

Mr. McINTIRE. I fail to recall that,
and I would refer my colleagues to a
publication which I think is available on
the floor. This has been referred to be-
fore. In this it is indicated that there
is—this calendar 1961—$340 million
available as a carryover from the au-
thorizations of 1960. New authoriza-
tions of $1,500 million, making a total
of $1,840 million.

I would suggest that the proposal of
the minority to add $1.1 billion would
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make $2.9 billion, and if I read the re-
port correctly, and in reference to pick-
ing up the tab for previous administra-
tions, this did not total the $2.9 billion
which the minority is proposing for the
balance of this year and which was the
minority proposal. We do have suffi-
cient funds to cover what we feel has
been amply justified and can be shown
to be justified, leaving a balance for the
remainder of this calendar year. I do
not recall that there was any comment
made of the nature to which the gentle-
woman has referred.

Mrs. MAY. NordoI. Would the gen-
tleman agree there is not necessarily any
conflict of principle here with those of
us who are enthusiastic supporters of the
program, Public Law 480, because it has
been successful, and administered well,
as a program to disburse our agricul-
tural surpluses, and our desire to see
that this program is administered on a
sound financial basis? Or because we
believe that the testimony to be brought
to our committee on behalf of requests
for funds should have facts and figures
to back it up?

May I call something to the gentle-
man’s attention that happened yester-
day. We passed a bill in this House yes-
terday which made appropriations to
the inter-American social and economic
cooperation program and the Chilean
construction and rehabilitation pro-
gram. The gentleman remembers in
the report on that bill the committee
expressed some grave misgivings about
lack of justification of requested funds,
although they recommended passage of
the bill. I quote from that report:

However, officlals of the executive branch
were unable to tell the committee in what
countries, what projects, gilve precise esti-
mates of cost, or any other useful data of
the type and in the detail normally re-
quired to be furnished by U.S. Government
departments and agencles in budgetary
justification of projects.

I would say that there is a most dis-
tressing similarity here between this re-
port and the minority report on the bill
before us today.

I quote from this report:

Department witnesses admitted they did
not have progam commitments for the addi-
tional $900 million, that they were merely
speculating.

Further down on page 13:

The requests for amounts in excess of $1.1
billlon were based on departmental specu-
latlon over possible agreements and not on
actual agreements or even potential agree-
ments reduced to negotiation.

Many of us in this House grow increas-
ingly concerned with the number of
times the Members of this body are
called upon to make what might be re-
ferred to as halfhearted votes on behalf
of programs in which we believe very
strongly. I think perhaps those rep-
resenting the various departments of our
Government might well take warning
that they may confribute to the eventual
defeat of those very programs in which
they most believe by inadequate testi-
mony on behalf of the funds they seek
to continue these programs.

Mr. McINTIRE. I appreciate the
comment of the gentlewoman from
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Washington. I would say that this pro-
gram has involved some $13 billion, of
which $9 billion has been used in Title
I. I do not think it is at all to be con-
sidered destructive criticism when some
of us think of $2 million as not being
trivial funds, and that the $71% billion
which is requested in the bill before us
by the Committee on Agriculture is not
a trivial sum. I think when some of
us are concerned about these matters
and do look for ample and specific justi-
fication, we are discharging a very sub-
stantial part of our responsibility to
those whom we are entrusted the respon-
sibility of representing here in the Con-
gress. Two billion dollars is not a trivi-
al sum. We just think we will destroy
this program as well as others which
may have very substantial merit if we
consider these authorizations as just
something we can pass easily and willy-
nilly without being able to show on the
record that we have been diligent in
relation to the taxpayers' money.

I think this bill does not have ample
justification in it for the $8 billion. I
think the record has shown we feel there
has been ample justification for the $1.1
billion.

Mr. Chairman, it will not destroy the
program in any degree if this $1.1 bil-
lion is approved.

Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. CurTIs],

Mr, CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to discuss this program
with regard to its foreign policy impli-
cations. Our Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee is concerned both with the amount
of aid that is given through Public Law
480 and the use that is made of the
counterpart funds, the local currencies
which came to the United States.

I favor the objective of the program.
I favor handling it generously and feed-
ing the hungry from our huge surpluses.
But, I feel that in some respects this
program is getting out of hand and
ought to be looked at pretty carefully
in view of the huge amounts of money
that are involved.

The first point I want to raise is the
impact of this tremendous generosity of
our country on the receiving countries,
and I quote from a report that came to
me a few days ago from Mr. George Mc-
Govern, special aid to the President. He
says:

Many of these transactions, though gen-
erally assumed to be sales, will probably, in
their true effect on the Unilted States, turn
out to be largely grants.

Of course they are grants. The com-
modities are usually paid for in local
currency, and we have so much loeal cur-
rency that we do not know what to do
with it. In many cases it would cause
tremendous dislocations if we tried to
spend those moneys.

As to the impact on the receiving
country, Mr, McGovern says:

Whether these transactions are sales or
grants in their ultimate impact on the Amer-
ican taxpayers, they certainly appear as pur-
chases to the average citizen of the recipient
country. Food acquired from the United
States enters the country through the usual
commercial channels and is placed on sale
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in the same manner as agricultural com-
modities produced in the country in ques-
tion or im in some other way. In-
dividual cltizens purchase the products in
the usual way from the retailers. The net
benefit of the transaction is spread over the
entire population but in an indirect man-
ner not apparent to the individual citizen,
Speclfically, the net effect of any transaction
of this kind 1s to keep food prices down, thus
helping all income classes. As food expendi-
tures contribute by far the largest share of
total expenditures among the lower income
groups, low food prices are, of course, most
beneficial to them. Furthermore, as higher
prices might cause groups at the lower end
of the income scale to curtail their pur-
chases below reasonable minimum standards,
the effect is to reduce hunger in these low-
est groups., At the same time, it must be
noted that concessional sales do not reach
those groups of the population which are so
very low on the economic scale that they
have insufficient funds for the purchase of
food.

In other words the food acquired from
the United States goes into those coun-
tries through usual commercial chan-
nels and is placed on sale in the same
manner as agricultural commodities pro-
duced in those countries or imported and
paid for by the citizens of those coun-
tries.

‘We spend these billions of dollars feed-
ing these people, and in many cases they
never know it; and meanwhile the Soviet
bloc nations are spending their money on
propaganda and subversion. We feed
the people, but they win their hearts.

Now, the second point is this: We have
heard discussion here today as to
whether this program costs us anything.
Mr. Chairman, I was amazed when we
refused a foreign aid grant to a friendly
country to hear the statement made that
they would be just as well off getting some
surplus agricultural commodities under
Public Law 480. And, I say to you—
and if I am wrong, I want to be cor-
rected—that if we sell $5 million of
Public Law 480 products to a foreign
country, it is just as expensive to our
country as though we appropriated $5
million and gave it to them as a foreign
aid grant to be used for securing those
products.

Finally, I think we need a further
understanding of this bill. I notice a
statement in the report which says:

The committee believes that the programs
carried out under the authority of Public
Law 480 are too well known to the House to
require a detailed description in this report.

Mr, Chairman, I consider that one of
the overstatements of the year. This is
a difficult matter to understand and fol-
low through. I, for one, wish that our
commitiee would detail some of the spe-
cific transactions so we could follow them
through and see how they are handled.

I have one further point on that. Itis
generally represented that this program
is a way of disposing of surplus agri-
cultural products that are piled up in
the bins of the CCC. Most of the liter-
ature on the subject gives that impres-
sion. The committee in its own report
says that this program has been a major
factor in moving these surpluses from
CCC storage bins. But, Mr. Chairman,
I understand that in many cases these
commodities, as a matter of fact, are not
taken from the storage bins. The re-
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cipients in effect come in and buy these
commodities on our market. I ask the
chairman of the committee if that is
not true.

Mr. COOLEY.
exactly?

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. In
many cases credits are set up here, for
which we have to pay, and the foreign
countries receive these commodities from
our open market, instead of from the bins
of the Commodity Credit Corporation.
I know that is a fact and I hope that the
chairman will tell us what proportion is
involved.

Mr. COOLEY. About 99 percent.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, if trea-
son is defined as giving aid and comfort
to our enemies wherein does this Public
Law 480 differ from treason in giving aid
to Yugoslavia, Poland, and India? How
can we justify $2.2 billion of aid to India
in 2 years and then vote even more when
Nehru of India is attacking us and our
policies, Are we crazy? Yesterday we
voted $500 million to inter-American na-
tions without being assured the money
would go to sympathetic friends pledged
to our support and the support of this
hemisphere. Have we already disre-
garded the fact that Cuba has fallen to
the Communists? And now we aid fur-
ther Communist Poland and Yugoslavia.
We must be going insane. What is the
matter with us?

Public Law 480 originally was intended
to be an agricultural surplus disposal
program. Now it has become a gigantic
worldwide welfare program, requiring
the perpetuation and growth of sur-
pluses. The original end goal has now
become the means, and so we go on like
a dog chasing its tail. How can we elim-
inate the artificial farm bonus programs
when surpluses became necessary.

We certainly cannot evolve a sensible
farm program or return to a free market
to perpetuate Public Law 480. And how,
pray tell, can we possibly strengthen
ourselves by squandering billions, failing
to win friends, subsidize our enemies, and
end up with balefuls of local currency
which can not be spent except as the
local nation wishes.

What kind of fiscal foolishness is this?
Some Members may think this is a
smooth and slick program but folks back
home see this counterpart funds and
food giveaway for the foolishness that it
is. Any original sense in this program
has long since disappeared, it seems to
me.

Folks back home do not agree that we
should give India $2.2 billion, Poland
$518 million, Yugoslavia $597 million, as
we have done according to this report
and bill. Indeed, the sums are undoubt-
edly larger than this.

Since we have embarked on programs
like Public Law 480 we have seen the
nations receiving aid turn against us, be
neutral, or, at the most, be lukewarm
friends. All the while, we are going in
debt more and more. We must stop sub-
sidizing our enemies, we must stop aid-
ing neutrals, we must stop bankrupting
our Treasury, we must stop continuing
and inecreasing our tax burden. In short,
we must stop giving aid in this program
or any program except on clearly defined

What is the question
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guidelines of U.S. self-interest where we
define the goals and we specify and
police the rules. Only to pledged friends,
who are matching our aid, do we extend
financial help, none others need apply.
Let us put our money where it will do the
most good, in our military, in expendi-
tures at home, and in strengthening our
economy by cutting the debt and reduc-
ing taxes. Strong economically, strong
militarily, we need fear no one or no
combination of nations. But we must
start today, now.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 4728.

When millions of men, women, and
children are hungry, how can we in
decency deny them of our abundance?

It is disastrous to our foreign policy
to pay warehousemen millions of dollars
each year to store our surplus foods
when human beings are literally starv-
ing. It is also disastrous to our con-
sciences.

Let us advance a program of food for
peace. Let us not hoard our bounty for
the mice and rats when the hungry
people of the world are erying for bread.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have permission to revise and extend
their remarks on the bill H.R. 4728.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I have consistently favored the
prineciple of disposal of commodities to
the needy both here and broad. Until
now this program has been used primar-
ily for that purpose and, incidentally, to
help build better international good will.

Under the present proposal, however,
there is justification for only little more
than one-half of the $2 billion requested.
The balance of the amount is purely on
an if-and-when basis.

It would look as if the new adminis-
tration is attempting to convert this com-
modities disposal program into a giant,
global, boondoggling operation.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
103(b) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended,
is amended by deleting “any calendar year
during the period beginning January 1, 1960,
and ending December 31, 1961,” and sub-
stituting “the calendar year 1960", and by
adding at the end thereof the following:
“Agreements shall not be entered into under
this title in the calendar year 1961 which
will eall for appropriations to relmburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation, pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section, in amounts
in excess of #3,5600,000,000, plus any amount
by which agreements entered into in the
preceding calendar year have called or will
call for appropriations to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation in amounts less
than authorized for such preceding year by
this Act as in effect during such preceding
year.”
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Mr, HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HOEVEN: Page
2, line 1, after the words “in excess of”, strike
out the figure “$3,500,000,000," and insert
in lieu thereof the figure *$2,600,000,000,”.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment has been fully discussed in
the general debate. It simply provides
that the sum of money mentioned in
the bill, $3,500 million, be reduced $900
million, in view of the fact that $900
million has not been justified, in my
judgment.

This amendment is presented in good
faith. Again let me point out that the
Committee on Agriculture will soon act
on the extension of Public Law 480 and
at that time we will fully consider the
extension of the program and all au-
thorizations that are presented at that
time. There are no authorizations at
the present time which would justify an
expenditure of more than $1.1 billion.
And please remember that this only ap-
plies to the remainder of calendar year
1961. I hope we have not reached the
point in this House where a Member is
criticized and castigated for trying to
save some of the taxpayers’ money.
Again I say, whenever proper justifica-
tions are forthcoming, I am ready to
authorize the necessary money. But in
view of the enormity of this program
and the prospect that this program will
ever grow larger, I think the time has
come to stop, look, and listen and to re-
view these authorizations as we go along
and not issue any blank checks. I hope
the amendment will be adopted.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, first I want to say to
the gentleman from Massachusetts who
spoke a moment ago that if he will look
at the report filed by the President on
March 30, 1961, which I am sure is avail-
able, he will find that about 99 percent
of the food and fiber exported under this
program has come out of Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks or has been
exported instead of going into those
stocks, so we have not been affecting the
local market, as he indicates.

On the question of whether or not
this $2 billion is needed, certainly if it
is not needed we should not authorize it.
If it is needed, then I think by all means
we should authorize it. I have no way
of knowing what the facts are other
than the information furnished to us by
officials of the executive branch of the
Government with regard to the negoti-
ations and consummations of contracts.

This information is in the letter we
have, signed by Orville L. Freeman, Sec-
retary of Agriculture, addressed fo the
Speaker of the House, dated February
16, 1961, which transmitted to us the bill
now before us. It was received by the
Speaker of the House and the bill was
sent to our committee. After considera-
tion, our committee reported the bill.

As was pointed out by previous speak-
ers, the retiring administration had fully
committed just about all of the money
available, $2.2 billion to one country,
two-thirds of the money to India, T4
percent of it to three countries. Now
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that we have consummated and closed
a 4-year contract with India, they are
in the process of negotiating a billion-
dollar 4-year contract with Pakistan.
Are we going to hamstring this admin-
istration so that the Pakistan negotia-
tions will have to be abandoned? Let me
quote from Mr. Freeman’s letter:

As you know, President Eennedy appolnted
a Food for Peace Committee to make an
analysis of current legislative programs and
report its findings and recommendations on
how to shift from the concept of surplus dis-
posal to utllization of our abundant food
supply to help raise the living and nutritional
standards of peoples here at home and
abroad.

One other quotation from that letter:

Only a small amount of the current funds
remains uncommitted. We arfe now in posi-
tion in our programing where these remain-
ing funds are becoming so limited that it
may be necessary to inform foreign govern-
ments that their current requests may have
to be deferred.

This means that they are now ready to
close $1,250 million worth of transactions
and in addition thereto they are consid-
ering a $600 million commitment to
other countries. They are considering
large agreement with Brazil.

I take the position that if this is a
good program it ought to be continued.
If it is a bad program it ought to be
abandoned. Why should we insist upon
a limitation upon this authorization
when all of us want to get rid of these
commodities which are now hanging over
our market?

I insist that this amendment which
has been offered by my friend from Iowa
will just cut the heart out of this biil.
It will handicap and stop the activities
under Public Law 480 and this present
administration will be unable to carry
on the food-for-peace program. T insist
that we should follow the advice of the
executive branch of the Government,
which is charged with the responsibility
of distributing the commodities we now
have in such abundant supply.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I, like many others,
sometimes use words interchangeably
without making it clear as to what is
what. I would like to point out again
here that while reference has been made
in letters and otherwise that the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is about out
of money and has to have this legisla-
tion because of the shortage of money,
that that is not what is intended.

This bill authorizes the Government
to enter into agreements which commit
this country to sell these commodities
for foreign currencies, and this is not a
matter of whether the CCC is about out
of money or not. The money that this
bill will require will come up in our ap-
propriation bill later where we will have
to appropriate to the CCC in capital im-
pairment each dollar that the Govern-
ment commits itself to under this bill.
So this bill does not make money avail-
able but commits us to appropriate
money later.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. Iyield.
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Mr. COOLEY. I certainly have not
suggested that the CCC was out of
money. I merely suggested that the au-
thorization available under Public Law
480 was limited to about $120 million or
$150 million.

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right. The
CCC has been about out of money.
However, if the gentleman will bear with
me that is exactly what I was pointing
out. Under Public Law 480 what we do
is authorize the Government to enter
into contracts committing us in these
programs which cost money. That is it
exactly, and it does not have reference
to whether they have money or not.
They do have these commodities. But
I am pointing out to you that any of
these commitments, however sound, as
a matter of foreign policy, the money
end or cost of it will come later in the
bill that our committee will have to
present to you when you ask for appro-
priations to replace these funds.

I say again we all sometimes use these
words interchangeably. They have just
about exhausted the capacity to enter
into contractual agreements which will
lead to deficits in the CCC which we will
have to appropriate funds for. The rea-
son I am trying to make this plain is only
a few weeks ago this Congress refused in
a supplemental bill to restore the capital
impairment of the CCC. In less than 6
weeks our committee will be here trying
to get you to appropriate money to re-
store funds for these costs. I just want
to keep the record straight so you will
help us pick up the check,

Involved here is the question of au-
thority to your Government to enter into
these contractual oblizgations, and we
will have to fizure up the cost later. In-
volved is not the guestion of whether
they have money or not. We will have
to pick up the tab in a later appropria-
tion bill. I make this statement in
order that we might keep the record
clear.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the next to the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I take this time to
ask the chairman of the committee a
question or two. I noticed an item on
the teletype machine a few minutes ago
that Defense Minister Mennon of India
is buying transport planes from Russia.
I wonder what our commitment is at the
present time for giving agricultural prod-
ucts to India? Can the gentleman give
me any information on the present sta-
tus of that?

Mr. COOLEY. I am trying to make it
perfectly plain that in May 1960, under
the administration of President Eisen-
hower who was then President of our
great Republic, commitments were made
to India to the extent of $2.2 billion
worth of our agricultural commodities in
a transaction where we received 15 per-
cent for our own use. We loaned them
425 percent, and we gave them 425
percent.

Mr. GROSS. What would you think
the Indian Government is using to pay
the Russians for these transport planes?
Would you have any idea?

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know, and I
do not see how that would apply to the

April 26
committee or the Commodity Credit
Corporation.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman
think we should continue to give food
to India when that Government turns
around and buys planes from Russia?

Mr,. COOLEY. I do not want to say it
was unfortunate that we made this
agreement with India. I said in my re-
marks that I was not wholly tied to the
transaction, but that I was only telling
what actually happened. If a mistake
was made, I do not see how it can be
gharged to our Committee on Agricul-

ure.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman
agree with me that if we are going to
continue to make this sort of deal with
India or any other country it ought to
be on a two-way street?

Mr, COQLEY. If the genileman
wants my personal opinion, I think it
would be a good idea to have all these
transactions resubmitted to the House
Committee on Agriculture before they
are consummadted.

Mr, GROSS. You mean the State De-
partment has not kept your committee
informed?

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly not. I do
not know that they are keeping anyone
informed.

Mr. GROSS. They are not keeping
anyone informed if they can help it.

Mr. COOLEY. May Isay to my friend
from Iowa that we had as much justifi-
cation for this request as we had for the
last request for $3 million.

Mr. GROSS. Would the gentleman
think, in view of the startling success
the United Nations has had in keeping
down trouble in the world, stopping
Communist aggression in Laos and the
Communist takeover in Cuba, that we
ought to turn our problems over to the
United Nations?

Mr. COOLEY. No; I do not think we
should turn them over to the United
Nations.

Mr. GROSS. What about the Inter-
Parliamentary Union?

Mr. COOLEY. We are doing a good
job, I think, in the Inter-Parliamentary
Union.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, apropos the colloguy
which just occurred, it came to my at-
tention this week through having a
caller on behalf of India regarding
India’s desire to have us grant her a por-
tion of our off-shore sugar allotment in
the coming long-range sugar program.
I told this very fine young man that I
had always had none but the friendliest
feelings for the great country of India.
They are accepting our bounty. It is
freely given in the form of the contract
our chairman mentioned a few minutes
ago concerning wheat. We are in the
process of giving wheat to India in sub-
stantial quantities over an extended pe-
riod of time. I had not known of this
proposition the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross] mentioned, that they turned
right around and were buying planes
from the Soviets. I would not imagine
that we would give India a sugar guota,
but it does seem to me that it is high
time we in the Congress knew what is
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going on. I think we have every right in
these negotiations to be called in; how-
ever, as I have heard it expressed a num-
ber of times in the past, it seems we are
called in not at the beginning but only
at the crash landings.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise just in case there
may have been a misunderstanding be-
tween myself and the distinguished
chairman of the committee. I was sug-
gesting that most of us understood this
program as one that was moving the
surplus commodities out of the bins of
the CCC, and I mentioned that in many
cases that was not the fact.

I understood the chairman of the
committee to say that in some 99 per-
cent of the cases it did come right out
of the bins of the CCC. I would like
to ask if that is a correct understanding,
Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Chairman, I am asking whether
in referring to my remarks he intended
to say a very large percentage of these
shipments under Public Law 480 were
out of the bins of the CCC. Was that
the point the chairman was making?

Mr. COOLEY. On page 8 of the re-
port I referred to a statement indicating
that 1,437 million bushels of wheat,
feed grains, rice, cotton, tobacco, dairy
products, poultry, dry edible beans,
fruits and vegetables and 113 million
pounds of meat had been shipped. What
I meant to say was that about 99 per-
cent of these commodities are surplus
commodities. Commodities coming out
of the bin is one thing. If they are
bought on the market and prevented
from going into the bin, that is another.
I cannot see how the gentleman can
complain that we used an estimated
cost of $3,898 million for wheat. I do
not know what the gentleman’s com-
plaint is.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. I was
discussing whether this was moving
surplus agricultural commodities out of
the huge inventories we have accumu-
lated. I understand the gentleman to
say in many cases those are purchased
on the market under the theory if they
were not purchased on the market they
would go into the bins of the CCC; is
that right?

Mr. COOLEY. I am certain that is
right, but a large part of it actually goes
out of the bins.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. I
hope the gentleman will tell us what
percentage goes out of the bins and
what percentage is bought on the open
market.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the pending amendment.

I support Public Law 480. I have
always supported it here in the Congress.
I think Public Law 480 has worked very
well and has been received exception-
ally well by the American people, es-
pecially the taxpayers. However, I feel
if they are going to continue to accept
this type of program in the future, we
are going to have to spell out in more
detail how the money is going to be
spent. I do not believe we can use the
argument successfully that we have used
this open-end or back-door spend-
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ing approach in the depressed areas
bill and other bills and, as a conse-
quence, we should use it in Public Law
480. The American taxpayer has the
right to know that these funds have
been justified. Certainly the Depart-
ment of Agriculture did not justify
this additional request for $900 million
before our committee. Until such time
as the Department justifies the request
for the additional $900 million, we should
hold the funds in abeyance. We should
vote for the pending amendment, and
when the Department comes forth with
the facts justifying the additional $900
million, then we should act and not until
then.

Mr. JONES of Missouri, Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the pending
amendment,

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot
of talk here about saving a lot of money.
I do not think you are going to save any
money by adopting this amendment.

The fact of the matter is, most of us
are acquainted with the fact that Pub-
lic Law 480 was first inaugurated to
bring about an orderly disposition of an
overabundance of agricultural products,
and to use them in a way that would be
most helpful to this country, and of help
to some of our friendly nations, nations
with which we have cooperated.

Here today, we are seeing a political
maneuver which, while wanting to cover
errors that might have been made by a
previous administration, is not justified.
I am not going to be so kind as the com-
mittee report when it says: ‘“While not
condemning the Department for entering
into this title I agreement,” referring
to the agreement with India, wherein the
President authorized $2,200 million of
the $3 billion authorization for India’s
needs. I am not objecting to the agree-
ments that were carried on with India,
although I think that the administra-
tion should have used better judgment,
and should have at least permitted In-
dia to have made available to us some
cash, some ores, and some other mate-
rials which could have been utilized
under the title IV program, rather than
to sell the commodities under title I
for their local currencies, and then for us
to give back 421%2 percent of this money,
and then loan them 4215 percent on a
40-year basis.

Now, we are going to continue to re-
duce our agricultural surpluses, and I
think we should, because I think that in
many cases the quicker we get rid of
them the better off we will be and the less
money we will spend in storage and car-
rying costs which amount to more than
a hillion dollars annually.

Now, what does the amendment actu-
ally do? It would actually hamstring
this administration from entering into
other programs with other countries,
including the food-for-peace program.
This administration has not been in
power very long, and it takes time to
work up some of these programs, and if
we are going to adopt the amendment
that is offered here today, I think that
we are going to at least delay, and in
many cases we might even prevent, the
carrying on of an operation which could
be very helpful to us, particularly in the
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Latin American countries. This author-
ization here, of course, is to permit the
movement of these commodities from
storage into places where they can do
some good. The previous administration
obligated more than two-thirds of all the
money that was available for the years
1960 and 1961 at one time, and now you
are trying to cut off and to limit and to
prevent the spending as it relates to the
other commitments. Now, to say that
you want to wait until we come in here
with a firm, specific commitment to
those countries, I do not think that we
are being fair to those who are making
these arrangements with the Latin
American countries, and who would be
restricted in making arrangements, if
not firm commitments, which would be
advantageous to the United States.

On page 9 of the report I find this
statement:

Programs under development resulting
from country requests, $1,250 million.

Now, that includes countries that have
made requests for programs and whose
requests are now being reviewed.

Then, in addition to that, we have this
food-for-peace program for which we do
not know exactly how much money it
will take. You already have money in-
vested in these commodities, and I think
that we should utilize those commodities
to the best of our ability, and I think
we know that we are now in a position to
use them.

Before I close, I want to call atten-
tion to one thing that the last admin-
istration did which really burned me up
when I found out about it. Last year
I was in the Middle East and I visited
some of the refugee camps where we
are taking care of 1.2 million refugees
in Lebanon and Syria, on the Ghaza
Strip and in Jordan, and I was amazed
to find out that the United States was
paying 70 percent of the cost of that
program operated by UNWRA under
the United Nations program. We are
paying 70 percent. The United Kingdom
is paying 18 percent of the cost, and the
other members of the United Nations,
exclusive of the Soviet bloc which is not
paying any part of the cost, pay 12 per-
cent of the cost, and yet they were using
a part of that 70 percent that we were
furnishing to buy wheat. Where? Not
in the United States; from Canada, Aus-
tralia, and other countries, and I say
that an administration that permitted
that to be done and not use the wheat
instead of the money was just using very
poor business judgment. We should in
every instance use the resources which
we have in the greatest abundance, and
certainly we have more wheat than dol-
lars.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amzendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KyL: On page
2, line 6, insert the following:

“SEc. 2. Title I of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

*110. Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of law any country programs under
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development resulting from country requests
shall henceforth be reviewed and approved
by the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate be-
fore belng concluded. ™

Mr. KYL. Mr, Chairman, this matter
has been amply argued already and the
arguments in favor of the amendment
have been substantially made. This
amendment is offered for the sole pur-
pose of giving the review to Congress, the
lack of which has been decried at great
length here this afternoon.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, KYL, I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure the gentleman from North Caro-
lina will want to accept the amendment.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, personally I would
be glad to accept it, but I have no au-
thority to accept it on behalf of the
committee. Should we accept it at this
moment, it would necessitate sending
this bill to conference and delaying its
passage. And while I am speaking, I
should like to call attention to the fact
that the Senate has already passed the
bill, and if we can pass the bill as it is
now, it is my purpose to ask unanimous
consent to substitute the Senate bill and
end the matter.

But I will say to the gentleman that
we shall seriously consider this matter
when we start consideration of the ex-
tension of Public Law 480, which we
shall reach within the next few days in
our committee. We might amend the
suggestion to provide that commitments
over a certain amount should be referred
to these committees for their considera-
tion. But I am sure that my friend from
JTowa will agree that we should not de-
lay action on this bill now that we have
decided what we are going to do.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL., I yield.

Mr. HOEVEN. In view of the chair-
man’s statement while we were in gen-
eral debate under the 5-minute rule,
that he thought this was a good idea, it
was my feeling that he would be ready
to accept this amendment.

Mr, COOLEY. 1 still thinkitisa good
idea.

Mr. HOEVEN. May I say to the gen-
tleman that as far as the minority are
concerned, we are ready to accept it.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
not conferred with my colleagues on the
majority and I am not in a position to
accept it. I shall have to ask the mem-
bership to vote the amendment down
with my assurance that we shall con-
sider the matfer within the next few
days.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Kvrl.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Borriwg, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
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having had under consideration the bill
(HR. 4728) to amend title I of the

Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954 pursuant to House
Resolution 262, he reported the bill back
to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous guestion is ordered.

The question is on engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (8. 1027), to
amend title I of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954,
an identical bill.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
103(b) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended,
is amended by deleting “any calendar year
during the period beginning January 1, 1860,
and ending December 31, 1861,” and substi-
tuting “the calendar year 1960,” and by add-
ing at the end thereof the following: “Agree-
ments shall not be entered into under this
title in the calendar year 1961 which will eall
for appropriations to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, pursuant to sub-
section (a) of this section, in amounts in
excess of §3,500,000,000, plus any amount by
which agreements entered into in the pre-
ceding calendar year have called or will call
for appropriations to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation in amounts less
than authorized for such preceding year by

this Act as in effect during such preceding
years."”

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 4728) was
laid on the table.

NEW JERSEY FAVORS FEDERAL AID
TO EDUCATION

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON] is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, a public opinion survey recently
completed in New Jersey indicates that
three-fourths of the adult residents of
my State favor enactment of Federal aid
to education legislation.

This poll was taken for me by the pri-
vate polling organization, John F. Kraft,
Inc.

‘The survey showed that only 1 New
Jerseyan in 10 is opposed to passage of
the education aid program.

Because the EKraft firm's report on
their study contains material which I
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believe will be of considerable interest

to other Members, I include herewith a
text of the report:

A RePoRT OF ATTITUDES OF NEW JERSEY
CITIzZENS REGARDING THE PRESIDENT'S AID
T0 EDUCATION BILL

FOREWORD

This is a report of an analysis of the attl-
tudes of New Jersey citizens with respect
to the pending legislation regarding Federal
ald to education.

During 1960 a series of surveys were con-
ducted on the same general subject—how
people feel about the needs of the public
schools, teacher salaries, and Federal ald to
education. In addition to a national prob-
ability-sample survey on these subjects,
separate statewide surveys have been con-
ducted in Arizona, Tennessee, Montana, West
Virginia, Oregon, and Washington, to begin
a list. This survey was designed to conform
to, yet at the same time bring up to date,
the reports of attitudes revealed by the
previous research.

The analysis which follows is based on in-
terviews with a carefully drawn cross section
of 419 adults in New Jersey. The respond-
ents were selected at random in accordance
with standard statistical procedures which
would insure proper representation of all
groups in the population such as age groups,
religious groups, people of varying national-
ity backgrounds, of different economic levels,
and so on. The results which are reported
in the succeeding pages of this report may
be considered to be a representation of the
attitudes of the entire voting population of
the State of New Jersey.

Interviewing was conducted by principals
of the Kraft firm or under their supervision
during the first week of April 1961.

ANTICIPATING THE ANALYSIS

The succeeding analysis looks carefully
into the attitudes of people in New Jersey
and their concern with the problem of edu-
cation (if it is a problem). It will be shown
that these essential conclusions may be
drawn:

Better than 3 out of 4 people want to see
the President’s school-ald bill passed; only
1 out of 10 people express opposition to it.

Close to 2 out of 3 people with children
now attending parochial schools favor pas-
sage; only 1 out of 6 of the parents of
parochial schoolchildren are opposed to
passage.

The New Jersey public has a pretty good
idea of the sources of ald to education, and
Federal ald is last on their list.

Two out of three New Jersey adults feel
that the Federal share is too little.

Nearly two out of three people in the State
are opposed to the idea that Federal ald
should go to parochial or private schools.

These conclusions are intended only as a
preview to the complete analysis which fol-
lows, and cannot be taken as a substitution
for the complete report.

THE ANALYSIS

Previous surveys have made it perfectly
plain that parents, parents-to-be, and
grandparents, can be very articulate and
explicit about their attitudes regarding edu-
cation for the youngsters. To help put the
subject of education into focus, here are
some verbatim remarks of New Jersey citl-
zens. A retired teacher in Bergen County,
a Catholic married to a Protestant, said this:
“I know about teaching, even if T haven't
taught for 20 years since my husband started
to do all right. I think that aid to educa-
tion bill should be passed, but with certain
stipulations. I'm a Catholic, but I don't
think that the parochial schools should come
into the law at all. My husband bends over
backward and maybe he’'d argue with me,
but I taught history in the public schools,
and it's against the Constitution. But I do
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think that the parochial schools should be
able to get low-cost Federal loans. They're
awfully overcrowded.”

She by no means spoke for everyone.
Bome said “only for the public schools,”
others sald *“only if it's for everyonme.” A
particularly eloquent expression was heard
from another Catholic, a lawyer in Camden:

“I pay taxes which support the public
schools, and I pay separately to support the
parochial school. The local public schools
are crowded and the teachers are underpaid.
The parochial school is overcrowded, too,
and they haven't got a decent library.

“Now I've read a lot about the Nation’s
educational needs and how we're falling
behind Russia. And I'm worried about it.
So I say let's do everything we can to edu-~
cate our children. But I also say that you
can tax me until it hurts bad, and build
the prettiest schools, and pay the highest
wages. As a matter of fact, maybe my taxes
will make my kid's parochial school look
really third-rate. But it isn't going to make
a good Catholic take his child out of a
parochial school and put him into public
school, is it?

“See my point? If all of this talk about
education to catch up with the Russians
is really sincere, and it's really important,
then we've got to support education gen-
erally, and not specifically. I think it's im-
portant to ralse our educational standards.
I want to see the Nation—and my kids—
benefit.”

There were many far less eloquent expres-
slons of some of the same ideas. But also
there was opposition, this time from the
wife of a Newark advertising man:

“It ought to be passed, and without any
fuss. If the different religlons attempt to
get Into the act, tacking on riders and so
on, it will never get passed. All you have
to do 1is consider the double shifts, the
under-pald and sometimes second-rate
teachers we get, and you know something’s
got to be done. First let's get some help
for public schools, and then let's consider
parochial and private schools.

“But frankly, how parochial and private
schools got involved in all of this, I don't
know. If you want to send your child to
a private or parochial school, you're wel-
come. But I don't know why we should
pay taxes for it. We expect to send our
boy to a private school and I don't expect
anyone to pay taxes for the special training
we want for him.”

The arguments, pro and con, were rarely
so articulate. For every one quoting New
York Times' editorials or letters-to-editors
there were 20 who spoke in such blunt words
as these: “We got a public school system.
Let's support it. It needs it.”

And: “I pay my taxes. Now I'd like to
see my own kids benefit.”

And: “Too much dough goes into educa-
tion already. The hell with the new bill
My taxes are high enough now.”

But some of the expressed concerns went
beyond New Jersey. A statistician for a
life insurance company with children in
private schools feels this way about it:

*“It ought to be passed. Some of the
States that have the least to spend ought
to get help to help them catch up with
the rest of the country. Take a State like
Mississippi where I'm sure they have inade-
guate school facilitles and teacher pay. The
only way we're going to pull ourselves up
by our bootstraps is to do something to get
people in places like that to take advantage
of better facilities.”

Another person had these thoughts: “I'm
retired; my daughter's a floor girl at the fac-
tory. My husband’s dead. But I have one
in school and I think the poor people ought
to have some way to feel their kids are
getting as good a break as anyone else. I
can't give it to him, and the school here in
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Jersey City isn't going to do anything for
him, not the way it is now.”

-And, finally, this point of view from a
carpet manufacturer: “Pass it. It will be
beneficial to the people who really need it.
I can give my kids all the help they need,
send them to private schools if the public
schools aren't adequate, but what about the
people who don't have the money to find
that escape? I hate to think that there are
a lot of qualified kids who'll never make the
grade just because their folks couldn't give
them the advantages I can give my kids.”

Several hundred points of view were ex-
pressed on the subject of the current legis-
lation before the Congress on Federal aid
to education. When they were all added
together, they could be summed up this way:

Attitudes toward education bill

Percentage saying: Percent
Yes, pass it- e 76
No, against it 10
Not sure, it depends. e e mcaanaans 14

It must be borne in mind that the inter-
viewing on this survey was conducted dur-
ing the first week of April; much of the
controversy on the subject had been articu-
lated and appeared in the papers, over the
radio, and on television.

In short, the subject of aid to education
has not been neglected by the news media.
And three out of four New Jersey citizens
favor passage of the bill

A measure of knowledge

This overwhelming approval of the bill
appears to be based on relatively sound
knowledge of present sources of support of
the public schools. Each person was asked
whether he knew which of the three sources
of ald—Ilocal, State, or Federal—gave most
support. The result of that question is
shown here with the results from the same
question from two other States for com-
parison purposes:

[In percent]
New |Arizona] Wash-
Jersey ington
Bource of most support Is—

Loeal 46 39 33
i 35 33
8 8 12
18 2

There appears to be a greater degree of
uncertainty in New Jersey than in the two
other States, but the level of misinformation
regarding the Federal share is no higher.
Less than 1 in 10 people feel the Federal
share is greatest.

What they say about the facts

Having established his measure of knowl-
edge, each person was informed of what the
facts were, in national terms: that local and
State governments account for 96 cents of
each dollar of support, the Federal Govern-
ment for 4 cents. We then asked whether
this seemed to be too much, too little, or
about the right amount from Federal
sources. Here the results are shown in com-
parison with the results of the same ques-
tion which was asked in a nationwide sur-
vey late last year:

[In percent]

Compariso}'l of attitudes
of—

New Jersoy | The Nation
citizens | as a whole

Federal share is—
Too little 66 57
14 25
3 4
17 14
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People in New Jersey today feel signifi-
cantly more disposed to increasing the Fed-
eral share than did the Natlon as a whole
only 7 months ago. In sum, behind the
overwhelming approval of the President's
bill is the knowledge on the part of most
people that the Federal share is smallest,
and the corollary feeling, again on the part
of most people, that it should be increased.

Why people don’t favor the bill

The three out of four people who want to
see the bill passed mentioned a few very
basic reasons for their approval: The needs
of education are great, schools and teachers
need help, the whole education system
ghould be improved in order to help the
Nation keep its place in the world and stay
ahead of or keep up with Russia,

Those who were opposed came right out
and sald “No” and gave an assortment of
reasons for their stand:

Reasons some people are opposed to the bill

Percent
The States and local communities should
handle the need 32
Keep the Federal Government out of
education 19
The bill will raise taxes. 19
I'm a Catholic; it should include all
schools 12
Exact use should be spelled out; isn't
now. [i]

The dollar’s roundtrip to Washington is
too expensive, must be a better way-- 13

It's Jjust too much MONEY-cmcceccncacae 38
No need; too much spent on education. 3
Other answers 2

Norte.—Percentages add to more than 100
percent because some people gave more than
one reason.

From an examination of this tabulation
it can be seen that whether people talk
about taxes, the need for local autonomy, or
parochial school needs, in the final analysis
only 3 percent of the people opposed to the
bill actually volunteered that there was no
need. Put another way, almost all of the
people who are opposed to the bill appear
to be willing to grant that a need to do
something does indeed exist.

The same conclusion can be drawn from
the comments of those people who had said
they weren't sure how they felt about the
bill. Each was asked, “Why do you feel that
way—why aren't you sure?” with this result:

Why some people aren’t sure
The need is there, but:
It's likely to raise taxes;
high now 20

Think it should include all schools.. 14

Just seems like a lot of money; may-

be the need isn't that great.____.

Exact uses should be spelled out....

Perhaps handled better on local levels.

Other reasons. -
Just don't know; don't know what it's
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Nore.—Percentages add to more than 100
percent because some people gave more than
one reason.

In other words, roughly 7 out of 10
doubters see that a need exists, but are
worrled about taxes, uses of the money, and
whether the need is really that great. Three
out of ten (which represents 4 percent of
New Jersey’s adult population) just didn't
seem to know what it was all about, or didn’t
care.

An important dimension: Children in school

Cropping up in the analysis of the reasons
people are opposed or unsure of their sup-
port of the bill were mentions of “I'm a
Catholic” and “It should go to all schools.™
It could be anticipated that people with

taxes too

—
ea0w
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children in parochial schools might feel dif-
ferently about the bill than those who send
the children to public schools:

[In percent]

How parents feel who have
child

Of pre-| Other
school | (grown
age or

schools | (not pa-
only | none)

Percentagesaying:
Yes, passit_______._ 59 88 83 68
N AR 21 7 3 12

20 5 14 20

Several conclusions and inferences may
be drawn from a study of this tabulation:

Clear majorities of all groups favor pas-
sage of the bill.

The core of the opposition is among peo-
ple with children in parochial schools who
feel their children may be being cheated.

Some opposition also comes from the un-
involved people, those with no children.

One out of five parochial school parents
is in doubt, basically because they're not
sure that the bill shouldn't include their
children.

One out of five people without children is
also in doubt, but fundamentally because
there is little knowledge or interest.

To focus more sharply on this problem
of aid to parochial and private schools, each
person was asked whether or not he (or she)
favored the idea of extending the aid be-
yond public schools:

How New Jersey people feel about including
parochial and private schools

Percent
It-should be done._ ..o ..ol 31
It should not be done. .. _____ 60
LT ) e e S R R S S S L e 9

A clear majority is opposed to the idea.
One out of three citizens think it should
be done. Very few are in doubt. But does
this mean that parents of parochial school
children represent the *“should he” vote,
and everyone else the “no” vote? Hardly:

[In percent)]
How parents feel who have
children—
In
In pa- | public | Of pre-| Other
rochial | schools | school | (grown
achools | (not pa-| age or
rochi- | only | none)
al)
Peorcentage saying—
It should be done.. 52 2 35 32
It should not be
(1 R S 36 73 55 55
Ot SUre.. .- oae 12 1 10 13

Among the parents of public school chil-
dren are some Catholics who would send
their children to a parochial school if one
were available; but there are also non-Cath-
olics in this same group who favor broad-
ening the coverage as a matter of principle.
In other words, those favoring the inclusion
of parochial schools in the bill are by no
means all Catholles, or just the people with
children In private and parochial schools.

Regardless of the elements of this opin-
ion, however, the majority of New Jersey's
citizens oppose the idea of broadening the
bill to include other than public schools.

Then to sum up
The hig hts of the survey have already
been stated at the Introduction to this anal-

ysis, and can be restated in this fashion:
New Jersey citizens feel the Federal sup-
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port to the public schools is too little, they
want the President’s bill passed, and they
don't want it broadened. Even without ex-
tending support beyond public schools, pa-
rochial school parents will support the bill
as it stands.

AREA REDEVELOPMENT BILL

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HARVEY] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I was one of those on the Sub-
committee of the Banking and Currency
Committee that opposed the area rede-
velopment bill when it was reported out
originally. The reasons for opposing it
then still exist. In addition, however,
as a result of the conference on this bill,
there has now been inserted the back-
door spending provision which we on
the subcommittee, who heard all the
testimony, eliminated.

I wish to remind the House that our
Constitution provides that all revenue
bills must originate in the House. The
history of this body shows clearly that
general appropriation bills also originate
in the House. It was for this purpose
that we were elected. I submit to you
that when we agree to this back-door
spending, we forfeit our right to orig-
inate bills to withdraw money from the
Federal Treasury. By this method, the
committees of either body of Congress
can now bypass the appropriation proc-
ess. This power of reviewing appropri-
ations is one of our most important
functions. As one Member of this body,
I do not wish to see us give it up so
easily, for if we lose this power, we lose
all control over spending by this tre-
mendous bureaucracy which we have
created.

I have purposely not said any more
about the other bad features of this bill.
It starts out on the faulty premise that
the extension of credit by our Federal
Government will solve all of our indus-
trial development problems. It fails to
define the areas that we are trying to
help, and gives a blank check to the
Secretary of Commerce. It provides for
our Federal Government to lend money
at a lesser rate than we, ourselves, are
paying in the market. This is the road
to insolvency. It does not make sense.
The municipalities in the depressed
areas, or anywhere else in the United
States, are not in such financial condi-
tion that they need this subsidized
interest.

Mr. Speaker, all of these reasons argue
against this bill, But greater than any-
thing else is this provision for back-door
spending that the committee on which I
serve, after considering all of the testi-
mony, saw fit to take out.

A PROPOSAL FOR TAX EQUITY

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

April 26

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, today, my
able and distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Boces],
and I joined in sponsoring legislation to
tax all fire and casualty insurance com-
panies alike—on the same basis and at
the same rate as corporations in other
industries. These bills, HR. 6659 [Mr.
Boces] and H.R. 6660 [Mr. Baker]l, will
eliminate the discrimination which pres-
ently exists in the taxation of stock com-
panies as compared with the taxation
of mutual and reciprocal fire and casu-
ally insurance companies.

President Eisenhower in his budget
message for 1962 recommended that
Congress review the methods of taxing
fire and casualty insurance companies
with a view toward correcting inequities.
The tax message of President Kennedy
on April 20, 1961, points out the inequi-
table distribution of the tax burden
among various types of fire and casualty
companies and states that consideration
should be given to taxing mutual or re-
ciprocal companies on a basis similar to
stock companies. The President stated
in his message that “Remedial legisla-
tion in these fields would enlarge the
revenues and contribute to a fair and
sound tax structure.”

The bills would carry out the recom-
mendations of President Eisenhower and
President Kennedy. They have bi-
partisan support and are essentially the
same as those sponsored by us in the
86th Congress, and my remarks today
follow closely those I made at that time.
The panel hearings before the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means in December
1959 covering the subject of fire and
casualty insurance company taxation
have emphasized the need for eliminat-
ing the existing inequities in the taxa-
tion of the various types of fire and
casualty companies.

The proposed legislation covers all in-
surance companies other than life com-
panies. I stated in the last Congress
that this legislation was expected to re-
sult in approximately $25 to $30 million
additional revenue to the Treasury for
a normal year. By reason of the con-
tinuing increase in premium volume and
with a reasonable underwriting experi-
ence, it can reasonably be expected that
the increase in revenue to the Treasury
under these bills will amount to from
$60 to $80 million. Under these bills
small mutual and reciprocal companies
will receive special treatment compa-
rable to that in existing law. It is not
our purpose to subject to tax those small
mutual and reciprocal companies now
exempt.

The Congress recently passed a hill
relating to the taxation of the income of
life insurance companies, It was the
purpose of that legislation to provide
increased revenue to the Treasury from
the life insurance companies based on
both their underwriting and investment
income. In framing the life insurance
bill, both the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Senate Finance Com-
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mittee repeatedly emphasized the im-
portance of not discriminating in tax
treatment between stock and mutual life
insurance companies. It is equally im-
portant not to discriminate in the tax-
ation of the different types of fire and
casualty insurance companies. Our bills
will place all fire and casualty companies
on an equal tax basis so that equal in-
comes will bear equal tax liabilities.

There are three types of fire and cas-
ualty insurance companies: stock com-
panies, mutual companies, and recipro-
cal insurers. The existing Federal tax
law discriminates against stock compa-
nies in favor of mutual companies and
reciprocal companies. Simple equity re-
quires that all be taxed on the same basis
and at the same rates.

Hearings in 1958 before the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means disclosed that
all insurance companies have two types
of income: First, underwriting income;
and, second, investment income. Both
types of income should be taxed. No
basis exists for excluding either type of
income from a fair tax. Under existing
law, stock fire and casualty companies
are taxed at the full corporate rate of
52 percent on both underwriting and in-
vestment income.

Since the inception of the Federal in-
come tax, stock companies have paid the
regular corporate rates paid by other
business corporations. However, mutual
companies are taxed on an entirely dif-
ferent basis. Under existing law, mutual
companies pay the higher of (a) 1 per-
cent of their premium income plus 1 per-
cent of their gross investment income,
or (b) 52 percent on their net investment
income only. Reciprocals have never
paid any tax whatsoever on their sub-
stantial underwriting income, but are
taxed on their investment income only.
These different methods of taxation are
highly preferential in favor of the mu-
tual and reciprocal companies and give
them an unwarranted competitive ad-
vantage.

The panel hearings during the 86th
Congress showed that mutuals and re-
ciprocals during the 16 years ended with
1958 earned substantial profits from
both underwriting and investments.
Their retained profits, after all dividends
to policyholders, amounted to approxi-
mately $1 billion. This increase in sur-
plus was accumulated on a tax-favored
basis. The mutuals and reciprocals, by
reason of their lesser tax burden, were
able to retain much more of their net
income than they otherwise could have.
They also retained more than twice as
much, proportionately, as their stock
company competitors.

Under existing law, a large number of
small mutual companies are either ex-
empt from tax entirely or receive spe-
cial tax consideration. The bills we
have introduced do not disturb this. Of
the 2,500 mutual companies in the
United States, approximately 1,750 are
tax exempt and their exemption would
be continued under these bills, In ad-
dition, some 150 mutual companies are
partially tax exempt under existing law
and our proposal would not increase
their tax burden. It would impose no
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‘hardship upon small farm and local
mutual insurance companies.

The remaining 600 large mutual com-
panies would be taxed at regular corpo-
rate rates. These large mutual com-
panies write the same lines of insurance
as stock companies in the several States.
They use the agency or brokerage sys-
tem as well as the direct writing system,
just as the stock companies do. All are
subject to the same State regulation as
stock companies. There are no basic
methods found in one type that are not
found in the others. There is no reason
for a disparity in tax treatment.

These 600 large mutuals write 98 per-
cent of the volume of all mutual fire and
casualty insurance companies. Under
our bills these companies will pay sub-
stantially more tax than they have pre-
viously paid. For example, the five
largest mutuals and the three largest
reciprocal companies have for the 18
years ended with 1960 paid total Federal
income taxes of $126 million. If they
had paid taxes on the corporate basis as
proposed in this bill, these eight com-
panies alone would have paid $252 mil-
lion, an inerease of $126 million, or 100
percent. Of course, equality of taxation
between these companies could be
achieved by reducing the stock com-
panies’ tax basis to the level of the
mutual companies. However, this would
result in a great loss of revenue to the
Treasury. I believe that the most equi-
table basis of tax for insurance com-
panies is the basis provided for stock
companies and companies in industry
generally, that is, regular corporate
rates. This would bring the taxes of
mutual and reciprocal companies in line
with the taxes of their competitors.

There is no reason to continue the
existing discrimination between fire and
casualty companies in the Federal tax
laws. Our proposal would eliminate
the present competitive impact of the
different methods and formulas now
applied to these companies. It involves
few of the complexities found in our con-
sideration of a permanent bill for the
taxation of life insurance companies.
On the contrary, it is simple. In sum-
mary, this bill would eliminate the exist-
ing inequities in the taxation of the
various types of fire and casualty com-
panies and would increase the revenue
to the Treasury by a substantial amount.

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that favor-
able legislative action can be taken by
the Congress on this meritorious pro-
posal during the present session.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. FounTain] I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Government Op-
erations may have until midnight Friday
to file a committee report on health, re-
search and training, the administration
of grants and awards by the National In-
stitutes of Health.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.
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PHANTOM BANEKS

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to bring to the attention of the House
at this time an unfortunate situation that
seems to be developing in the banking
field. I refer to the setting up of what
may be called phantom banks as an in-
termediary for obtaining control of ex-
isting banks by a holding company.

Plans of this nature are deleterious to
the banking business, and destructive of
public confidence. They discriminate
against those bank shareholders who are
not permitted to own bank holding com-
pany stock.

A reason now being urged for setting
up bank holding companies is that com-
mercial banks are finding themselves in
an increasingly difficult position with
regard to expansion of services and bank
business operations in general. To com-
bat this frustration, banks frequently
seek to become subsidiaries of bank hold-
ing companies.

Under the provisions of the Federal
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, a
bank holding company is defined as a
company that owns 25 percent or more
of the voting stock of two or more banks.
In actual practice, however, these hold-
ing companies frequently own a far
larger share of the voting stock. In some
instances they own at least 80 percent,
thus obtaining the tax advantages accru-
ing from such ownership and in most
instances they own all but the directors’
qualifying shares. This, however, is only
part of the background of the problem.

One of the methods used is to set up
intermediate banks. These intermediate
or phantom banks then attempt to se-
cure the assets and business of the com-
mereial banks involved.

In effect what happens is that the
commercial bank merges into the inter-
mediate bank, which is an empty shell.

In an ordinary situation of this type
there is a meeting of the shareholders
and an affirmative vote of at least two-
thirds of the outstanding stock is re-
quired for approval. If approval is ob-
tained then all of the stockholders must
go along or relinquish their stock for

When a bank holding company wants
to obtain shares of a commercial bank by
exchanging its own shares for them,
however, there is no stockholders’ meet-
ing and each shareholder is free to accept
or reject the offer, retaining his commer-
cial bank shares if he rejects it.

With the intermediate bank, this
choice has been eliminated and the
shareholders must take either the bank
holding company stock or cash in ex-
change for their shares, thus giving the
intermediate bank 100 percent owner-
ship of the commercial bank—ithe inter-
mediate bank already being wholly
owned by the holding company.
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To illustrate this procedure let us as-
sume that we have two commercial banks
who wish to become part of a holding
company. Practically simultaneously
they establish a holding company and
two intermediate banks—one for each
of the two commercial banks. Little or
no assets are in any of these three
organizations. The entire operation con-
sists of an exchange of paper—even
though it may be expensively engraved
stock certificates. The operating banks
are then merged into the shells or phan-
tom banks. The shareholders of the
existing commercial banks are then re-
quired to take either holding company
shares or relinquish their shares for cash.

Some stockholders are forbidden by
law from owning holding company
shares and must therefore surrender
their commercial bank shares for cash
upon consummation of this type of hold-
ing company. Under this plan they
would be forced to give up their shares,
not for the receiving company’s shares,
but for those of a third party, the hold-
ing company. Since they are forbidden
to own such shares they must take cash
for them as agreed upon or as fixed by
appraisal. Whether this is legal or not
has not been determined because there
has not yet been any court test of this
procedure.

Such was the proposed plan in 1956
when the First National City Bank, the
City Bank Farmers Trust Co. and the
County Trust Co. of While Plains, N.Y.,
tried to form a bank holding company.
In 1958, the Federal Reserve Board acted
on the application and disapproved the
plan, without reference, however, to the

phantom banks. While the plan was

pending stockholders of long standing
who would have been denied the right to
own holding company stock were faced
with the prospect of being forced to give
up their commercial bank shares.

Another such plan, involving the
Bankers Trust Co. and the County Trust
Co. of White Plains, was recently formu-
lated. The same procedure was followed
as that of the plan proposed by First
National City Bank, City Bank Farmers
Trust, and County Trust of White Plains
in 1956. It appears that the Federal
Reserve Board will be spared the neces-
sity of reviewing that application be-
cause the New York Banking Board upon
the very wise recommendation of the
superintendent of banks has rejected
that plan. Again, however, the disap-
proval, while directing attention to the
method, did not, and in fact was not
required to disapprove the method, while
refusing to permit the goal sought.

To force those shareholders who can-
not exchange their shares for holding
company shares to relinquish them for
cash—to my way of thinking—is highly
objectionable and completely out of
order.

It is to be hoped that the Federal Re-
serve Board—when it comes to a con-
sideration of cases of this type—will
reject this method, no matter how desir-
able the approval of the holding com-
pany application might otherwise be.

In the First National City Bank appli-
cation, the phantom banks would have
acquired banks with assets aggregating
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almost $7 billion. The holding com-
pany seeking to acquire these banks had
a paid-in capital of $1,000.

In the most recent attempt to accom-
plish a similar result, the holding com-
pany with a paid-in capital of $1,000
would have acquired banks with total
assets of $3,500 million.

An excellent explanation of this op-
eration is found in the December 1960
issue of Bank Stock Quarterly, pub-
lished by M. A. Schapiro & Co. of New
York, It follows:

PLAN FOR WHOLLY OWNED BANK

Responding to the demands for banking
services during the prosperity-packed years
of the past decade, the commercial banking
industry has searched restlessly for means
to advance growth. Many banks, in order
to spread their branch systems, merge; others
become subsidiaries of bank holding com-
panies, This article seeks to explain one
important aspect involving the status of
the bank stockholder with respect to a hold-
ing company proposal.

The Federal Bank Holding Company Act
of 19566 defines a bank holding company, as
a company that owns 25 percent or more of
the voting shares of two or more banks. In
practice, however, many bank holding com-
panies own a far higher percentage of the
voting shares of their subsidiary banks.
Most prefer to hold at least 80 percent for
tax advantages.

In the past, holding companies were estab-
lished and later expanded as a result of the
voluntary action of bank shareholders who
elther sold out for cash or exchanged their
shares for holding company stock. Some
stockholders preferred to hold their bank
stock. As a consequence, almost all bank
holding companies initially shared the own-
ership of their subsidiary banks with minor-
ity stockholders,

More recently, in planning new holding
companies there has become evident a desire
on the part of bank management for 100 per-
cent initial ownership of the banks to be
acquired. It is believed possible to achieve
100 percent ownership by introducing a
merger with an intermediate bank. Such an
intermediate bank is created solely for the

purpose of providing a merger step in the
organigation of a new holding company.

Bank holding companies have become in-
creasingly significant in the American bank-
ing scene. Consequently it is important
that bank shareholders understand the inter-
mediate bank plan. This is especlally true
for those shareholders, institutional and
others, who are prohibited from owning
stock of a holding company.

CHOICES OPEN TO SHAREHOLDERS

In analyzing the intermediate bank plan,
it is helpful to first review briefly some of the
choices open to shareholders in consldering
(1) a bank merger involving an exchange of
shares, and (2) the usual proposal made by
a holding company when seeking the acqui-
sition of stock of a commercial bank.

‘When shareholders meet to consider a
merger of their bank into another institu-
tion, an affirmative vote of at least two-
thirds of the outstanding stock is required
for approval. Upon consummation, all
stockholders must go along with the basis of
exchange of shares except those dissenters
who elect to seek appraisal and receive cash
value for their stock as provided by law.
The choice is, bank stock or cash,

On the other hand, when a bank holding
company solicits shareholders of a commer-
cial bank offering its own stock in exchange
for shares of the bank, each stockholder is
free to reject or accept the offer, keeping all
or part of his bank stock. There is no stock-
holders meeting. He is not bound by the
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actions of his fellow stockholders. The pro-
posal from the holding company is merely a
plan of bank stock acquisition. Here the
choice is, bank stock or holding company
stock,

This latter cholce of bank stock or holding
company stock would be changed to holding
company stock or cash under the intermedi-
ate bank plan. This is so because the plan
is expected to avold the possibility of
minority stockholders and to secure for the
holding company 100 percent ownership of
the bank.

HOW THE PLAN WORKS

Here briefly are the essentlal steps of the
intermediate bank plan:

The management of, let us say, State Bank
causes a company to be organized, called,
Holding Corp., which could be incorporated
outside the State in which the bank is
located. This corporation then makes ap-
plication and obtains approval for a new
bank temporarily called, say Intermediate
Bank, nominally capitalized, wholly owned,
and its place of business identical with that
of State Bank.

The management of the still-existing
State Bank would then recommend to share-
holders that State Bank become a wholly
owned subsidiary of Holding Corp. This
would not, however, be accomplished through
a voluntary exchange by each shareholder of
his bank stock for Holding Corp. stock. In-
stead, stockholders of State Bank would be
asked by management to approve a merger
into Intermediate Bank under the charter
of the latter, which would continue under
the name of the former.

The merger proposal, however, would also
provide that shareholders of State Bank be
given, not shares of the receiving bank as in
the usual merger, but, instead, stock of a
third party, Intermediate’s parent, the Hold-
ing Corp. According to the plan, if at least
two-thirds of the stock of State Bank ap-
prove the proposal, all the shareholders must
accept Holding Corp. stock except those who
dissent and elect to obtain cash value, as
provided by law. Upon consummation of
the merger, Intermediate Bank would re-
celve the business and assets of State Bank,
adopt the name of State Bank, and would
continue to be 100-percent owned by Holding
Corp.

AN ACTUAL EXAMPLE

The Intermediate Bank plan can be ex-
panded to include two or more banks. An
actual instance of this occurred 4 years ago
when three institutions, the First National
City Bank, its trust affiliate, the then City
Bank Farmers Trust Co., and the County
Trust Co. of White Plains, all joined in an
application to the Federal Reserve Board to
form a holding company. This company
called the First New York Corp., was incor-
porated in Delaware.

The plan provided that three intermediate
banks, one for each of the three existing in-
stitutions, would be established as wholly
owned subsidiaries of First New York.
These three banks were at the time referred
to by some as “phantom” banks.

One such intermediate bank, under the
name of Metropolitan National Bank, capi-
talized at $240,000, was intended to acquire
the First National City Bank having at that
time capital funds of $569 million and assets
of #7.4 billion.

The plan was never submitted to share-
holders because the application was denied
by the Federal Reserve Board on July 10,
1958. However, while the plan was pending,
shareholders, many of long standing, who
could not legally own holding company stock,
faced the prospect of being forced to dissent
in order to accept cash value for their
shares.

Among those stockholders who are not
permitted to own bank holding company
stock are savings banks in several of the
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New England States. Some of these institu-
tions have owned bank stocks for several
generations.

Within the legal profession, opinions differ
as to whether a stockholder could be forced
out of his bank and through a merger, be
made to take, in lieu of shares of the receiv-
ing bank, stock of a third party, such as a
holding company, or cash value for his shares
through right of appraisal. This is a matter
for the lawyers, and possibly for the courts
to resolve.

MR. HOYT MINGES

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. FoUNnTAIN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, a very
prominent and publie-spirited constitu-
ent of mine, Mr. Hoyt Minges by name,
has instituted an unusual and unique
public service worthy of note outside of
his immediate area of activity. Mr.
Minges is a community leader in the city
of Kinston in Lenoir County, N.C., and
is well known not only as a businessman,
but also as a solid citizen of that part of
the State. Mr. Minges owns and oper-
ates the Pepsi-Cola Bottling Co. of Kin-
ston. I am told that this plant in
Kinston is the number one bottling op-
eration in the world per capita served.
Recently, on behalf of his company, he
purchased almost the entire evening
time available on one of the leading radio
stations in Lenoir County and eastern
North Carolina, station WFTC. Mr.
Minges then asked the station to play
only better music on his nightly 4-hour
program. In addition, a very limited
number of specially prepared commer-
cial announcements were skillfully and
discreetly spaced throughout the eve-
ning. Furthermore, he instructed the
management of WFTC to preempt his
commercial messages, at their discretion,
for public service programing for the
betterment of the listening community.

Mr, Speaker, this is broadcasting at its
finest. And mind you, this program is
broadcast every evening, every week,
every month. The cost of the program
is sustained by Mr. Minges’ Pepsi-Cola
Bottling Co. of Kinston, N.C. I under-
stand the response to this artistic en-
deavor has been tremendous. The sta-
tion, WFTC, and its staff deserve credit
for their efforts in producing the pro-
gram. WFTC's manager, Donnie A. Gay,
has done an excellent job of developing
the program not only as a vehicle of
good musie, but as seminar for local eivic
events, school functions and charitable
drives. The station has developed a
Sunday night discussion platform that is
incorporated into the overall music for-
mat. Too often in our times we are in-
clined to overlook some of the less obvi-
ous ways of telling the public about one’s
products and services. I am certain that
Mr. Minges has established not only
himself, but Pepsi-Cola too, as true pa-
trons of the arts and our country can
ceristainly use a few more patrons of the
& G
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“  ONE-WAY STREET

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania .[Mr. DenT] is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. DENT. Mr, Speaker, of recent
date, I have started on a new phase of
the one-way-street tour I have been
taking with the rest of the uninformed
American taxpayers.

I have not had time to get all the way
down the street, but I have stopped at a
few crowded warehouses on the main
line,

One that you would all be interested
in is the big, high-fronted place with a
neon sign spelling out two words, “sur-
plus” and “taboo.” I found out why it
was taboo and I am beginning to find
out why it is surplus.

First of all, there is no floor and no

. ceiling in the place; it is like a dream—

better still, a nightmare., You can
hardly get near the place because of the
piles and heaps of surplus crowding the
back door while all kinds of vehicles are
pushing new surpluses in the front door.

I talked to some of the fellows unload-
ing the new surplus and asked why they
were unloading so much stuff when the
place was so full that the fellows trying
to get it out the back door could hardly
keep up. The answer was simple: “The
outfit that pays us, pays the guys at the
other end of the building, too.” Simple-
ton that I am, I asked who might this
smart fellow be, and he said, “Why, the
U.S. Congress. That is the buyer, the
seller, the producer, the consumer, and
everything else in this deal.” I hid my
button right fast; the fellow looked kind
of disgusted when he mentioned “Con-
gress.”

One pile of stuff I noticed starting at
the entrance door and running all the
way back to the rear door, all the way
up and all the way down, was labeled
“machine tools.”

This I know a little something about—
having been a machinist, a millwright,
and moldmaker when I was a member
of the disappearing army of American
production workers. I did not count
them, but from information I got from
a pretty well-prepared pamphlet on this
subject by Charles A. Simmons, Sr.,
president of the Simmons Machine Tool
Corp. of Albany, N.Y,, I found out that
the number of machines piled up in this
“taboo” building on the one-way street,
there are between 300,000 to 400,000 ma-
chine tools owned by the Congress, mak-
ing us the biggest dealers and distribu-
tors of maehine tools in the world.

To those critics who are yelling about
Russia being first, we can always point
to this one pile and say, “Top this, Ehru-
shehev. We are first in surplus machine
tools, even if that cannot fly to the
moon.”

Do you know that even at secondhand
prices—in this case, the machines are
new—never used or unpacked—we have
on hand over $5 billion worth for sale
or what have you to offer?

The machine tool is the highest priced
commodity known. Going back you will
find that prices have increased from 100
to 600 percent; a $10,000 machine in 1935
costs about $60,000 today. These ma-
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chines have a long-use life—anywhere
from 15 to 50 years. Without a machine
tool industry, this Nation would die in-
dustrially, and in case of war would be
defeated before starting to fight. The
machine tool is the only machine that
reproduces itself.

If we cannot find an answer to this
pile of surplus, we can start counting
the days of our strength as a nation in
the production of machines to produce
machines that produce the goods that
produce the jobs that produce our way
of life.

After World War I, many of our ma-
chine tool producers went on limited
production schedules because of the sur-
pluses built up under wartime pressures.
Even so, many fell by the wayside.

One big factor in saving the remaining
producers was our ability to sell abroad
for the reconstruction of the French and
English industries. Fortunately, during
those years American-made machine
tools were in demand throughout the
world and the manufacturers who sur-
vived were able to sustain themselves
through export sales.

During these lean years, the machine
tool industry tried out the first stage of
the “planned obsolescence” theory.
They tried to convince users of these tools
that at the end of 10 years these items
were obsolete and thereby create for
themselves increased production.

This, of course, failed just as it is fail-
ing in consumer goods lines where the
planned obsolescence to create new sales
and bolster the production economy of
our country has filled every scrap yard
with practically new autos, washing ma-
chines, refrigerators and almost every
volume sales item in the country.

What happened then is repeating now.
The American consumer would only buy
tools of quality and long life just as to-
day we have seen the American con-
sumer turn to foreign cars, watches,
tools and almost every household
product.

In any plan outlining the disposition
of this large surplus, obsolescence is an
important factor. Who knows when a
machine is obsolete? Can those who
have to do with Government surplus
tell? Even those in the industry might
consider some machines obsolete because
the type has been improved upon, and
suggest they are of no further use. It
must not be forgotten that during the
Second World War every machine re-
gardless of its type or model was pressed
into use to help win the war. No regard
was given to age or obsolescence.

It is only in the last few years that
foreign manufacturers have copied our
late-type machines and sell them, not
only in this country, but throughout the
world. This has caused our business to
become demoralized and our export sales
have been reduced to a minimum,

You cannot fool the people all the time,
and the days of heavy traffic on the one-
way street are numbered. We will either
open it up for two-way traffic with truly
reciprocal agreements or we will have to
close it off as a dangerous thoroughfare.

Today we cannot look to the foreign
markets to bolster our current produc-
tion or to help liquidate our surplus.
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The reason for this is simple and
American made. We cannot give, loan,
or sell our surplus because it would ruin
their own inactive tool industries and
even more serious, we cannot sell to
countries that are not selling to us.

By writing a blank check in dollars
and at the same time preserving our sur-
plus, our own Government has delivered
a double-barreled knockout blow to the
one industry that is vital to our survival.
If this continues, the American machine
tool industry will practically vanish and
we will be dependent upon foreign na-
tions for the means of production. Mark
my word, if this happens, it will be the
beginning of the end for everything we
hold dear in this country.

In line with this phase, it would be
good to consider methods to put into
effect President Kennedy's New Frontier
program for the modernization and ad-
vancement of the American machine
tool industry.

One suggestion advanced by Mr. Sim-
mons is worthy of note:

In my opinion there are two approaches:
First—immediate steps should be taken to
discourage the importation of machine tools
irom other countries. It is time to change
the period allowed for depreciation. As an
illustration, the present-day depreciation for
new machinery is 20 years. Reduce it to 15
years, on American machine tools. Apply
a 30-year depreciation on foreign-manufac-
tured machine tools. In that way the tax
savings realized by purchasing Ameriecan-
made machines, even at the higher price,
would more than offset the savings in buying
lower-priced foreign equipment. This would
be a tremendous incentive toward rehabil-
itating the American machine tool industry.

Here's an example to prove this point.
Let's take an American-built machine that
costs $150,000, compared to a like foreign
machine that sells, delivered, for $100,000.
On the American machine the depreciation
would be $10,000 per year, whereas, on the
foreign machine it would be only $3,333.33.
This would be an annual depreclation gain
of $6,666.67 for the American-made machine,
which would create a proper incentive for
purchasing equipment bullt in this country.

When we talk about the surplus we
must realize if this continues, the Amer-
ican machine tool industry will practical-
1y vanish and we will be dependent upon
foreign nations for the means of produc-
tien. Mark my word, if this happens,
it will be the beginning of the end for
everything we hold dear in this country.

In this series of talks I have tried to
point out the relationship between aid
and trade. It comes with a shock to
realize just how far these programs
reach into every phase of the American
economy.

As chairman of the special Subcom-
mittee on the Impact of Imports and Ex-
ports on American Employment, I have
come to the conclusion that a study into
foreign aid should be made at the same
time. I introduced House Resolution 152
to carry out this program. Today I ap-
peared before the Rules Committee in
support of my resolution. The resolu-
tion follows with a résumé of my plea
before the Rules Committee for favor-
able consideration.

House ResorLurion 152

Resolved, That there is hereby created a
select committee to be composed of nine
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Members of the House of Representatives to
be appointed by the Speaker, one of whom
he shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy
occurring in the membership of the com-
mittee shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

The committee 18 authorized and directed
to conduct a full and complete Investigation
and study with a vlew to ascertaining the
direct and indirect costs to the United States
of all foreign aid supplied by the United
States after December 31, 1946, and the esti-
mated direct and indirect costs of foreign
ald currently being supplied by the United
States.

For the purpose of carrying out this reso-
lution the committee, or any subcommittee
thereof authorized by the committee to hold
hearings, is authorized to sit and act during
the present Congress at such times and
places within the United States, including
any Territory, Commonwealth, or possession
thereof, or elsewhere, whether the House is
in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, to
hold such hearings, and to require, by sub-
pena or otherwise, the attendance and testi-
mony of such witnesses and the production
of such books, records, correspondence,
memoranda, papers, and documents, as it
deems necessary; except that neither the
committee nor any subcommittee thereof
may sit while the House 1s meeting unless
special leave to sit shall have been obtalned
from the House. Subpenas may be issued
under the signature of the chairman of the
committee or any member of the committee
designated by him, and may be served by any
person designated by such chalrman or
member.

The committee shall report to the House
as soon as practicable during the present
Congress the results of its investigation and
study, together with such recommendations
as it deems advisable. Any such report which
is made when the House is not in session
shall be filed with the Clerk of the House.
STATEMENT BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON RULES

BY CoNGRESSMAN JoHN H. DENT, IN SUP-

PORT OF HoUSE RESOLUTION 152, SPONSORED

BY MR. DENT

This resolution would create a committee
of nine Members of the House named by
the Speaker with full and complete powers
as an investigatory committee to ascertain
the direct and indirect costs to the United
States of all forelgn ald supplied by the
United States after December 81, 1948, and
the direct and indirect costs of foreign aid
currently being supplied by the United
States.

This resolution is even more important
now than upon its original introduction in
February of this year, as well as during other
sesslons of Congress. It has been made
more important at this time by President
Eennedy's plan for a 5-year extension of
foreign aid as against the present and past
custom of passing foreign ald appropriations
on a yearly basis,

Too few of the American people, and I
might say Members of Congress, including
myself, have a very complete knowledge of
expenditures under the foreign aid acts and
if we pass the 5-year plan, the limited knowl-
edge we now have will become even more
limited. There are various estimates and
figures issued by almost every group in and
out of Government on the actual amounts
spent under foreign aid, where it was spent,
what It was spent for, and the results, direct
or indirect, of such spending.

I sincerely belleve that the only method
by which this Congress can act with any
degree of unlversal knowledge in this very
serious area of Government expenditure is
by having a congressional committee study
and evaluate both past and present pro-
grams. This Congress today will be
on $600 million at what may be termed a
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new phase of foreign ald spending in a new
area of world interest.

It is not difficult to justify these expendi-
tures to ourselves, but it becomes increas-
ingly more difficult to justify expenditures
to the peoples of our districts and of the
country at large. There are many cquestions
that can be answered by this committee;
the determination of whether lump sum ap-
propriations or selective, directed spending,
both in grants and loans to specific coun-
tries would be the better program.

The answers cannot be ascertained unless
a comprehensive, painstaking, and meticu-
lous study is made by a committee responsi-
ble to the Congress itself. I beg of you to
give serious consideration to this resolution
or to any other suggestion for congressional
action that could or would perform the same
functions as those directed under House
Resolution 152.

I pray at least that eight members of
this committee will support my proposal.

Starting with the end of World War
IT, this Nation has given billions of dol-
lars to other countries throughout the
world to assist them either in recovering
from the devastation or the war or in
industrializing. Many of these coun-
tries have taken American dollars and
spent them in other countries on equip-
ping plants for manufacturing machine
tools. They copied our late-type ma-
chines and heaping insult on injury
turned around and sold them to us at
from 30 to 50 percent less than our man-
ufacturers can offer them. When you
consider their lower labor costs and the
fact that they have little or no invest-
ment, is it any wonder that we can't
compete with them pricewise?

The machine tool surplus cannot and
should not be forced on the market. It
will all sell at a price which will enable
the Government to get at least the ac-
quisition cost.

Undeveloped countries should have the
privilege of purchasing some of this ma-
chinery. Terms could be arranged to
meet their ability to pay, rather than
continuing to give them the money to
buy equipment in other countries.

Large American companies are equip-
ping plants abroad; such as the automo-
tive people, who are now starting busi-
nesses in Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, and
other countries. They could use much of
this surplus, by transporting to a cen-
tral location to prepare for shipment.

An outstanding method of disposal is
right here in our own backyard—that is
to small business. It is regrettable that
this surplus has laid around for some 16
years, and small businesses have not had
a chance to purchase. Even though it
might be necessary to give 3 or 4 years
to pay, this could be the means of equip-
ping our American plants with up to
date production machinery.

Rather than continue to give hundreds
of millions of dollars to undeveloped na-
tions, would it not be worthwhile to sell
this surplus to small businesses to better
the economy here?

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. OsTERTAG, at the request of Mr.
HaLLECE, for 2 days, on account of offi-
cial business.
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Mr. CoHELAN, on account of official
business to attend meeting of Board of
Visitors, U.S. Air Force Academy.

Mr. CHENOWETH for the balance of the
week, on account of official business as
a member of the Board of Visitors to the
Air Force Academy.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. FergHAN, for 15 minutes, on Mon-
day next.

Mr. Horrman of Michigan, tomorrow,
for 10 minutes.

Mr. Jarman, for 1 hour, on Thursday,
May 4.

Mr. DeEnT (at the request of Mr. AL-
BERT) for 1 hour today, and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. AueerT and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. FEIGHAN.

Mr. Joanson of Wisconsin in three in-
stances and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. WionaLL the remarks he made fo-
day during consideration of the confer-
ence report on S. 1, and to include an
article.

Mr. RooseveELT and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. THoMmPsoN of New Jersey (at the
request of Mr. ALBerT) to revise and
extend his remarks during his special
order today and include extraneous mat-
ter and tables.

Mr. LINDSAY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PirNiE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. DAGUE.

Mr. HOSMER.

Mr. GOODELL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ALBerT) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, FOGARTY.
Mr. MULTER,
Mr. ANFUSO.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move

that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 31 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, April 27, 1961, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

838. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a draft of
a proposed bill entitled “A bill to extend and
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improve the National Defense Education Act,
and for other purposes”; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

839, A letter from the President of the
Board of Commissioners of the Distriet of
Columbia, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled “A bill to regulate the
practice of physical therapy in the District
of Columbia'; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

840. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, relative to
contracts negotiated for experimental, de-
velopmental, or research work, or for the
manufacture or furnishing of property for
same, during the 6-month period ending
December 31, 1860, pursuant to Public Law
152, 8l1st Congress; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

841. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interlor, transmitting a draft of a
proposed bill entitled “A bill to authorize
the disposition of land no longer needed for
the Chilocco Indian Industrial School at
Chilocco, Okla.”; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

842. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the audit of General Services Administra-
tion (GSA) contracts DMP-49, 50, and 51
with the Hanna Mining Co., Hanna Nickel
Smelting Co., and the M, A. Hanna Co., re-
spectively, of Cleveland, Ohio, which were
executed in 1953 pursuant to (50 U.S.C. App.
2061); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. O'BRIEN of Illinois: Committee on
Ways and Means. H.R. 3668. A bill to amend
the Tariff Act of 1830 to authorize informal
entries of merchandise where the aggregate
value of the shipment does not exceed $400;
without amendment (Rept. No, 308). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on Un-American
Activities. H.R.57561. A bill to amend the
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 so
as to require the registration of certain addi-
tional persons disseminating political propa-
ganda within the United States as agents of
a foreign principal, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 309). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. House Joint Resolution 225. Joint res-
olution to grant the consent of Congress to
the Delaware River Basin compact and to
enter into such compact on behalf of the
United States, and for related purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 310). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R.2551. A bill to walve
certain restrictions of the New Mexico En-
abling Act with respect to certain sales of
lands granted to the State by the United
States; and to consent to an amendment of
the constitution of the State of New Mexico;
with amendment (Rept. No, 311). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 6494. A bill to provide
for withdrawal and reservation for the use
of the Department of Defense of certain
public lands of the United States at Nellis
Air Force Range, Nevada, for defense pur-
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 312). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.
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Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint
Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 313. Report on
the disposition of certain papers of sundry
executive departments. Ordered to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R.6659. A bill to equalize the taxation of
insurance companies (other than life in-
surance companies), and to provide revenue;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BAKER:

H.R.6660. A bill to equalize the taxation
of insurance companies (other than life in-
surance companies), and to provide revenue;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ALBERT:

H.R. 6661. A bill to assist the States to pro-
vide additional facilities for research at the
State agricultural experiment stations; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R.6662. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to exclude from
gross income gain realized from the condem-
nation of certain property by the United
States or a State, or from the sale of such
property to the United States or a State
under threat or imminence of condemnation;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.6663. A bill to authorize the Com-
mandant of The Judge Advocate General's
School to award appropriate degrees and
credits; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. PIRNIE:

H.R.6664. A bill to authorize the Com-
mandant of The Judge Advocate General's
School to award appropriate degrees and
credits; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BASS of Tennessee:

H.R. 6665. A bill to provide that no mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation shall hold
any other public office or position and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. IEARD of Texas:

H.R.6666. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the
income tax treatment of amounts deposited
in and withdrawn from construction reserve
funds established by common carriers sub-
ject to the Interstate Commerce Act, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. JONES of Missouri:

H.R. 6667. A hill to amend the act of Aug-
ust 16, 1957, relating to microfilming of
papers of Presidents of the United States, fo
remove certain liabilities of the United States
with respect to such activities; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. KILDAY:

H.R.6668. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, with respect to annuities based
on retired or retainer pay, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. McSWEEN:

H.R. 6669. A bill to amend section 162 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with re-
spect to legislative proposals; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R.6670. A bill to amend section 21 of
the Second Liberty Bond Act to provide for
the retirement of the public debt; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MACDONALD:

HR.6671. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.6672. A bill to amend the Small Busi-

ness Investment Act of 1868, and for other
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purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency. :

H.R.6673. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 with respect to the
income tax treatment of small business in-
vestment companies; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. PILLION:

H.R.6674. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to provide a
2-year period during which certain veterans
without dependents during the period of
their eligibility to obtain national service
life insurance may be granted such insur-
ance;’ to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. PIRNIE:

H.R.6675. A bill to authorize the Director,
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization, to
approve a financial comtribution for civil
defense p to the State of New York;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R.6676. A bill to designate the Kettle
Creek Dam on Kettle Creek, Pa., as the Al-
vin R. Bush Dam; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. BATTIN:

H.R.6677. A bill to amend section 5 of
the Interstate Commerce Act to provide that
orders of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion approving certain railroad mergers shall
not take effect if disapproved by the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce and the Senate Committee on Com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ASPINALL:

‘H.R.8678. A bill to authorize an exchange
of lands at Wupatki National Monument,
Ariz,, to provide access to certain ruins in
the monument, to add certain federally
owned lands to the monument, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

H.R.6679. A bill to provide for loans to
veterans when housing credit is otherwise
not generally available, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

By Mr. HORAN:

H.R.6680. A bill to stabilize the mining
of lead and zinc in the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.
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By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York:

HR.6681. A bill to amend section 202(c)
of the Interstate Commerce Act to provide
for partial exemption from the provisions
of part II of such act of terminal area motor
carrier operations performed by or for com=-
mon carriers by water in Interstate com-
merce subject to the Bhipplng Act, 1916, and
the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 1933; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.R. 6682. A bill to provide for the exemp-
tion of fowling nets from duty; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JONES of Missouri:

H.J. Res.392. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution of March 25, 1953, relat-
ing to electrical and mechanical office equip-
ment for the use of Members, officers, and
committees of the House of Representatives
to provide that Members having constitu-
encies of 500,000 shall be entitled to an ad-
ditional $500 worth of equipment; to in-
crease the number of electric typewriters
which may be furnished Members; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN:

H.J.Res.393. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. SIKES:

H.J.Res. 394. Joint resolution commemo-
rating the golden anniversary of naval avia-
tion to be held in the city of Pensacola, Fla.,
and at the naval air station, Pensacola, Fla.,
and authorizing the manufacture and pres-
entation of a galvano in commemoration of
this significant event; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H. Con, Res. 225. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress declaring the
policy of the United States relative to the
intervention of the international commu-
nistic movement in the Western Hemisphere;
to the Committee on Foreign Affalrs.

By Mr. SELDEN:

H. Con. Res. 116. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that such
steps as may be necessary should be ini-
tiated In the Organization of American
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States to reevaluate the role of the Govern-
ment of Cuba in inter-American affairs for
the purpose of imposing sanctions under the
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assist-
ance, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. FASCELL:

H. Con. Res. 227. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that such
steps as may be necessary should be initiated
in the Organization of American States to re-
evaluate the role of the Government of Cuba
in inter-American affairs for the purpose of
imposing sanctions wunder the Inter-
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H. Con. Res. 228, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that such
steps as may be necessary should be initiated
in the Organization of American States to re-
evaluate the role of the Government of Cuba
in inter-American affairs for the purpose of
imposing sanctions under the Inter-
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. MERROW:

H. Con. Res. 220. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that such
steps as may be should be initiated
in the Organization of American States to re-
evaluate the role of the Government of Cuba
in inter-American affairs for the purpose of
imposing sanctions wunder the Inter-
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANFUSO:

HR.6683. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Filippa Maria Lentini; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRUCE:

H.R. 6684. A bill for the relief of C. Harold

Brown; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. MOELLER:

H.R.6685. A bill for the rellef of Dr, Sin-

Ban Jen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Commendation for the Czech Newspaper
Ceske Listy and Its Publisher, Mr.
Milos Svoboda

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

OF

HON. PAUL B. DAGUE

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, it was my
great privilege this morning fo inter-
view Mr. George Brada, of Munich,
Germany, who is of Czech extraction
and completely dedicated to the release
of his beloved homeland from the
tyranny of the Communist oppressor.
Our conversation served to rekindle my
sympathy for these valiant people and
reminded me that we must be eternally
vigilant if other free peoples are not to
suffer a like fate.

Mr. Speaker, 11 years ago, in April
1945, the so-called Kosice program of
the Czechoslovak National Front Gov-
ernment under the Communist Zdenek
Fierlinger, now President of the Red
Parliament in Prague, was proclaimed
in Kosice, Slovakia.

The pattern of the Communist take-
over in Czechoslovakia was the same as
in all other countries, in which the
Communists seized power through in-
filtration and subversion. The Special
Report No. 8 of the Select Committee on
Communist Aggression of the House of
Representatives, headed by former Con-
gressman Charles J. Kersten, of Decem-
ber 31, 1954, stated on pages 17 and 18—

It should be pointed out that the Com-
munist advance In Czechoslovakia was
greatly facllitated by the behavior of the
non-Communist political parties and their
leaders.

Especially the naive bellef in the possibil-
ity of coexistence with the Communists,
shared in different degrees by practically
all Czech politicians, was responsible for the

extreme ease with which the Communist
Party took power in 19:8. The signing of
the Soviet-Czechoslovak agreement on De-
cember 12, 1943, and especially the procla-
mation of the Kosice program of April 5,
1945, opened the door for an unobstructed
drive on the part of the Communists to selze
full power in the country.

Far more fateful for the people (especially
in Bohemia and Moravia) was the fact that
they were misinformed by many fellow-
traveling intellectuals by means of news-
papers, books, and through all media of
communication as to the real nature of com-
munism, cleverly described for years even
prior to World War II as undergoing am
evolution toward a democratic, humanitarian
ideology,

The apparently easy success of the Com-
munists in the post-World War II perlod
in which a climate of confusion and ignor-
ance is easily understood and should also
serve as a strong warning to the still free
nations of the world.

We have seen that the same pattern
was used also in the take-over of China
and, more recently, of Cuba. Indeed,
the warnings of the Kersten committee
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are today more timely than ever. And
in this connection praise belongs to the
Czech exile newspaper Ceske Listy, pub-
lished in Munich, Germany, by Mr.
Milos Svoboda. Mr. Svoboda has been
revealing the Communist tactics and
bringing these facts to the attention of
the Czech exiles and refugees and old
Czech settlers in the free world. His
newspaper should be commended and I
hope that it will successfully continue its
work and reveal the truth of the Com-
munist tactics and serve thus not only
the interests of the Czech people, but
also those of all nations including the
United States.

Customhouse 22 Miles From Harbor Is
A Waste of Money

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CRAIG HOSMER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, con-
struction of a customs headquaters for
the twin ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach in the Los Angeles Civic Center
22 miles away is an unnecessary waste
of taxpayers’' money. The GSA proposes
to construct the customhouse as part of
a new eight-story Federal office building
costing in excess of $30 million. Two
floors, or approximately 150,000 square
feet, are to be devoted to customs facili-
ties. Customs’ cost of the new building
has been estimated variously by Federal
sources as from $4 million to $6 million.
More than 100,000 square feet of this
customs space are to be devoted to ap-
praiser’s store. The appraiser’s store is
essentially warehousing where merchan-
dise samples are brought, examined, and
stored until they are picked by the im-
porter.

This customs appraiser’s warehousing
in a multistory civic center building will
thus cost the Federal Government more
than $30 a square foot to construct.

By contrast, good private warehousing,
including air-conditioned offices, can be
and has been built in the harbor area for
as little as $56 a square foot. Location
of the customhouse in the harbor would
save the taxpayer construction costs of
at least $2 million. This is not the only
price the Government pays for its 22-
mile bottleneck.

Examiners’ packages have to be trans-
ported from the piers to the appraiser’s
store in central Los Angeles. This cart-
age costs the Government between
$40,000 and $50,000 a year. Each day,
eight appraisers are sent out from Los
Angeles to inspect merchandise too deli-
cate or too bulky to truck to the ap-
praiser's store for examination. Travel
time, as stated by former Acting Col-
lector of Customs D. B. Strubinger, is
1 hour each way. Thus the eight ap-
praisers, just in traveling to and from
the harbor, lose a total of 16 hours, or
2 man-days each day.
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Every transportation delay or prob-
lem that costs the Government money
in attempting to administer customs at
the harbor from a headquarters 22 miles
inland, also costs the man in the import-
ing or exporting business money. Im-
porters complain that customs clear-
ances that are a matter of hours in other
ports frequently become a matter of days
in Los Angeles and Long Beach har-
bors. Shipments frequently cannot be
forwarded until the examiner’s packages
are returned from the appraiser’s store.
Similarly, if a cargo is taken off a ship
after the appraiser’s truck has made its
visit to that pier, the merchandise must
sit on the pier until the truck comes
again the next day. Importers complain
that damage to merchandise seems to
occur most frequently to those packages
which are transported to Los Angeles for
examination. They do not blame this
on the customs, but on 22-mile trans-
portation and repackaging problems.
Sometimes, customs forms—called en-
tries—get misplaced by the messenger
who once a day shuttles papers back and
forth between Los Angeles and the port.
That results in extra delay until the
mistake is corrected and the messenger
makes his next run.

A Healthy Agriculture Is Necessary for a
Healthy National Economy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, when Orville Freeman, our new
Secretary of Agriculture, testified before
the House Agriculture Committee on the
new omnibus farm bill, he described the
scope of the proposed measure. He also
stressed the great need for this legisla-
tion in the interest of a healthy agri-
culture and a healthy national economy.
Under leave to extend my remarks, I
would like to include a portion of his
statement in the REcoRD.

ScoPE AND URGENCY OF NEW FARM LEGISLATION

In opening the discussion of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1961, I should like to first,
describe briefly the scope of the provisions
encompassed in the bill as a whole; and
second, emphasize the urgency of this legis-
lation.

1. BCOPE

This bill encompasses several different pro-
gram areas, but they are all essentlal parts
of achlieving the goal of the best possible
utilization of our agricultural abundance to
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an adequate nutritional base for all Ameri-
cans. And this expanded utilization of farm
products must be taken into account in our
plans for adjusting production to the quanti-
ties and kinds of agricultural products that
we can use.

Another part of the bill relates to agri-
cultural credit, and is directed toward en-
abling all our family farmers to benefit from
the improvements contemplated in the farm
program, to strengthen the position of
family farmers, and to enable them to make
their maximum contribution to the Natlon's
economic growth,

Still another part emphasizes the assur-
ance that farmers’ cooperatives will have the
legal protection they need to grow and
prosper in our modern economy, and by that
growth to enable them to make a greater
contribution to the economic well being of
their members.

The longest portion of the bill, title 1, re-
lates to supply adjustment and price stabili-
gation. It provides the procedures and the
machinery whereby farmers can work to-
gether, in cooperation with government, to
adjust their production to modern needs and
conditions; and thereby to achieve for them-
selves falr incomes, as they make avallable
to consumers adequate supplies at falr prices.

We belleve that all these program areas
should be treated together as they are com-
bined in this bill, for the failure to act
affirmatively in any one of these areas Is to
cut away one important support of the total
program for agriculture.

II. ORGENCY

I believe that the early enactment of this
legislation is imperative in the interest of
farmers, consumers, taxpayers, and the
economy as a whole. Its urgency is high-
lighted by several factors.

This legislation is urgent becouse the decline
in farm income must be reversed

The decline In farm income in recent
years need not be spelled out for members
of this committee. You are well aware of
the facts. But I assure you that it needs to
be presented to others. Nothing has im-
pressed me more, during my 3 months in
this office, than the extent to which the
nonfarm public is unaware of the critically
low level of farm income. Emphasis on sur-
plus and subsidy have clouded the true facts.

The annual per capita income of farm
people averaged $986 in 1960—only 43 per-
cent of the average of 2,282 received by the
nonfarm population. This Is a substantial
drop from the 1847-49 period, in which the
per capita annual income of farm people
was about 58 percent of the per capita non-
farm income. Thus, the disparity in income
has been increasing, at the expense of the
producers of our most essential human
needs, at the expense of those whose pro-
ductive efficiency has made us the best fed
people in the world.

Farmers’ realized net income from farm-
ing in 1960 totaled $11.6 billion, which is a
decline of 26 percent from the 194749 aver-
age. It is true that there are fewer farms
today, and therefore the decline in net
income per farm is not gquite that much. But
in 1960 the net income per farm from farm-
ing, after adjustment for price level changes,
was 20 percent below the 1047-49 average.

contribute to the national well-being d
conditions that will enable farmers to
achieve a fair income.

One part of the bill 1s directed toward
greater consumption of farm products—to-
ward expanding our exports and improving
our programs to meet human needs and
promote economic development in the emerg-
ing nations. This is an essential part of our
agricultural program to adjust our agricul-
tural abundance to meet the needs and con-
ditions of our times. We need to expand
our exports as well as our efforts to provide

1947-49 | 1960 | Percent
Average change
Realized net income from
farming (billion). ... $15.7 | $1L6 —26
Realized net farm in-
come r farm (1960
L1y N 3,224 | 2,568 -20

These income declines result largely from
& 12-percent reduction in average prices re-
ceived by farmers from the 1047-49 average
and a 20-percent rise in prices pald for items
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used in family living and in farm produec-
tion, As the result, the parity ratio, which
measures the relative price ition of
farmers, declined from 108 in 1947-49 to 80
in 1960—a drop of 26 percent.

194749 1960 | Percent
average change
Prices received by farm-
ers (1910-14=100)_______ 271 238 —12
Prices paid, interest,
taxes, and wage rates
(1910-14=100) __ _.._____ 250 209 20
Parity ratio (1910-14=100). 108 80 —26

Income declines over the past decade have
not been the same for all classes of farms.
But net incomes In 1960 of representative
commerclal poultry farms in New Jersey, of
representative wheat-fallow farms in the Pa-
cific Northwest, of representative wheat-
small grain-livestock farms in the northern
plains, and representative cash grain farms
in the Corn Belt, all were down to between
20 and 30 percent below the 1947-49 level.

In short, all income data indicates that
farm incomes have declined in absolute
terms during the 1950's, as other incomes
were rising. Thus, in comparison with non-
farm incomes, the comparative position of
farm incomes has worsened steadily. These
declines have occurred even with the farm
programs that have been in force. They are
not going to improve by talking and wish-
ing. They are going to improve only as we
take positive action to raise them. Any fur-
ther delay would have serious consequences,
not only to farmers, but to the rest of the
economy.

This legislation is urgent in the interest of
a healthy national economy

It should be self-evident that a stable,
prosperous, and growing agricultural econ-
omy is absolutely essential to a stable, pros-
perous, and growing natlonal economy.
But, since this fact is not adequately recog-
nized, I should like to review the contribu-
tions that a strong, growing agricultural
economy can make to a growing national
economy.

There iz not an industry or a person in
the United States who is not touched in
some way by what happens in agriculture.
A survey some 5 years ago showed that
farmers and their families represented a
market for $40 billion of purchases from
the economy. Farm familles buy the goods
and services we all do as consumers, Farmers
as businessmen buy the products of in-
dustry in order to produce. When farmers
are prosperous—when their incomes grow
along with incomes in the rest of the econ-
omy—the industries which service them ben-
efit, and the workers employed in these
industries benefit. Disadvantaged agricul-
ture means disadvantaged industry and
unemployment. For example, farmers spend
some $2%; to $3 billion annually for tractors,
motor vehicles, and farm machinery. Agri-
culture is a big market for these items. But
agriculture hasn't grown in recent years and
we all know that there is distressing unem-
ployment in our key centers of the auto-
mobile industry today.

I could recite many facts on how impor-
tant agriculture and our farm people are to
our everyday economic activities: that
farmers consume 320 million pounds of
rubber, about 9 percent of the total amount
of rubber used in the United States; that
farmers purchase products involving 6%
million tons of finished steel; that farmers
buy 45 million tons of chemical materials;
that farmers buy 18 billion gallons of petro-
leum, more than is used by any other single
industry; that farmers use more Kkilowatt
hours of electricity than is used by Chicago,
Detroit, Baltimore, and Houston combined.

The point I am making is that when agri-
culture hurts, a lot of other people hurt—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

whether they live and work in the small
rural communities or in the big manufac-
turing centers far removed from the farm
production line. Farmers have a big poten-
tial for helping the Nation achieve a faster
rate of economic growth and a higher rate
of employment. But this will flow only from
basic improvement on the farm.

The farm problem is closely related to the
problem of unemployment. Workers re-
leased from agriculture by technological ad-
vances have not been able to find suitable
employment in the nonfarm sector and
there has been a damming up of labor with
the consequent underemployment in agri-
culture. Next, the low gross returns recelved
by agricultural producers have seriously re-
stricted the market for machinery and
equipment, lumber and construction sup-
plies, and operating items such as gasoline,
fertilizer, and pesticides. Finally, the low
and inadequate net incomes earned by farm
families has restricted the market for con-
sumer durables and convenience goods and
thus placed a brake upon the full produc-
tion of these goods and services in the non-
farm sector.

These interindustry relations must be cor-
rected and brought into balance as a means
of contributing to overall economic develop-
ment. We believe that the passage of the
Agricultural Act of 1961 will make a signifi-
cant contribution to the reestablishment of
a set of economic relations between the
farm and nonfarm sectors of the economy
which will contribute to sustained economic
growth.

A Layman Looks at the Survey of
Dentistry

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. JOHN E. FOGARTY

OF RHODE ISLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I include an
address entitled “A Layman Looks at the
Survey of Dentistry.” This address was
delivered by me at the 38th annual ses-
sion of the American Association of
Dental Schools, Boston, Mass., on March
27,1961:

A LAYMAN LOOKS AT THE SURVEY OF DENTISTRY
(By Hon. JouN E. FocarTY, of Rhode Island)

H. G. Wells once declared that “human
history becomes more and more a race be-
tween education and catastrophe.” After
reading the summary report issued by the
Commission on the Survey of Dentistry, any
thoughtful citizen will be made aware of
how appropriately that statement may be
applied to the future of dental health in this
country. For one recurring theme in the
commission’s summary is the crucial impor-
tance of education to the solution of the
most serious problems now confronting
members of the dental profession and the
public they serve.

The commission stresses again and again
the extent to which sound solutions depend
ultimately upon the Nation’s ability to edu-
cate and to be educated, upon our knowing
more and applyilng what we know with
greater force and effectiveness. This is the
theme in the discussions of manpower plan-
ning, research expansion, better utilization
of available preventive measures, specialized
care for the aged, and the many other topics
covered in their broad-based report.

If the problems detailed by the commis-
sion had been totally unexpected, or if the
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burden of solving them had to be borne by
any single group, we might well ask our-
selves whether we have the time or the
strength or the resources to assure a future
of good dental health for the citizens of this
country.

Fortunately, the task can be shared by
many groups. Though the dental profes-
slon has both the right and the responsi-
bility of leadership, the public, individually
and through the medium of government,
also has its duty to support you in finding
solutions and in making them work.

The problems demanding attention are
not totally new. All of us here today have
long known that a critical need exists for
more dentists and for the schools in which
to train them, for better utilization of aux-
iliary personnel, for intensified research, and
for more effective health programs. Correc-
tive action in all of these areas has been
urged repeatedly by professional groups like
the American Association of Dental Schools
and the American Dental Association, by
Government agencies like the Public Health
Service, by interested laymen and Members
of Congress like myself, and, most recently
by the new President of the United States
in his health message.

It does not detract from the importance of
the commission’s report to suggest that its
greatest value stems not so much from the
newness of its baslc findings as from the ob-
jectivity, candor, and practicality of its
analyses and recommendations for action.
‘What the commission has given us is a fresh-
er viewpoint, a broader perspective. To con-
sider our own problems from another's van-
tage point is always helpful, for often we
need to be reassured that deep concern and
long familiarity with the issues at hand have
not blinded us to obvious solutions. Other-
wise, there is always a danger of responses
becoming automatic rather than thoughtful.
A commission like this one, representing a
variety of interests, is not likely to fall vic-
tim to such occupational hazards as dedl-
cated nearsightedness or overactive reflexes.
And since, despite the diversity of their pro-
fessional backgrounds, the members have
been able to reach what Dr. Adams, In his
foreword, describes as a firm agreement on
what needs to be done, the authority and
importance of their report is even further
enhanced.

I therefore find it of great significance that
the commission's estimates of the serious-
ness of the dental manpower shortage not
only substantlate what dental organizations
and Government agencles have sald before,
but indicate that the shortage may be even
greater than anticipated, In the first place,
these new estimates remove any basis for
denying, as some people have, that there is
any manpower problem to overcome. In
the second place, they assure those of us
who have been deeply concerned about in-
adequate dentist ratios that we were right to
be concerned, and that the steps we have
already taken to offset them, have been well
taken. We at least have gained a short head-
start in the race against time.

If American dentists had not scored im-
pressive gains in their own efficlency, if they
had not begun to employ auxiliary personnel
more extensively and with greater effective-
ness, the manpower shortage would already
be felt by the public, and critically felt.
Increased efficiency, therefore, has momen-
tarily cushioned us against the impact of
shortage. But what of the future? The
margin for improved efficiency is narrowing.
There is a limit to the load the individual
practitioner can bear. These are facts which
cannot be ignored, for neither the times we
live in nor the standards we live by are fixed
and static.

The commission points out that currently
only some 40 percent of the public are re-
ceiving anything approaching adequate
dental care. This is neither as good as the
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country needs nor the best 1t can expect. In
the 20th century, the entire conception of
health and the health services has been
changing. We look upon adequate health
protection not as the speclal privilege of a
fortunate few but as the right of all.

This modern viewpoint is reflected in the
commission’s concern about the Nation's
manpower needs. Commission members see
the future of dentlstry as one of great growth
and complexity, of increasing prestige and
authority, and, by the same token, of greater
responsibllity. They see this responsibility
as one which cannot be met by relying solely
upon the achievement of higher technical
proficiency in clinical procedures. The com-
mission would have us realize that this Na-
tion not only needs more schools and more
dentists, it needs better schools and better
dentists. We can be glad that a start has
been made in this direction.

The comprehensive health program which
President Kennedy has outlined in his re-
cent message to the Congress includes spe-
cific recommendations for substantial Fed-
eral ald to education, and there are many
congressional proposals which would make
Federal funds available for the bullding of
more schools and the training of more den-
tists. I myself have again introduced leg-
islation providing wide-ranging support for
dental and medical education. I have pro-
posed that the Congress appropriate $100
million for the construction of new schools
and §50 million for the expansion and
modernization of exlsting schools. Passage
of this bill will make it possible to produce
the larger numbers of dentists so urgently
needed.

I have proposed, in addition, two other
measures which will not only bring us closer
to the goal of more adequate supply but will
also help us attain the higher standards of
dental education which the commission en-
visions. The first of these is a scholarship
bill which will permit you to fill the addi-
tional school spaces which will be created,
and to fill them with applicants of greater
intellectual stature. The second measure
will provide operating grants to schools. Al-
though this measure, too, includes an incen-
tive for expanding enrolilments, its real pur-
pose 1s to provide schools with the funds
needed to improve the quality of their in-
struction.

The commission has a great deal to say
about the method and content of under-
graduate dental training, and some of it is
critical of things as they exist. I will not
attempt to judge the worth of all the recom~-
mendations in the report. But many of the
comments the commission makes are as ap-
plicable to other branches of education as
they are to dentistry, and in this regard, I
found in them a vigorous and stimulating
challenge to habitual patterns of thought.

For I suggest to you that we in this coun-
try must become more constructively critical
of our traditional approaches to education.
We should ask some questions. Why do we
teach what we teach? What is it we are
educating for? And wherever we find that
we are doing things just because they have
always been done, we might ask whether
we are educating for the 20th and 21st cen-
turies or merely perpetuating the methods
inherited from the 18th. Education, after
all, is not a monument to the past; it is the
architecture of the future.

If I read the report aright, the commis-
sion believes that in current dental educa-
tion there is perhaps too much emphasis
upon restorative dentistry, too little upon
preventive. The commission assumes, and
I certainly agree, that the dentist's respon-
sibility extends far beyond the providing of
treatment to the patient who knocks on his
door and demands it. If this were all we
expected from our dentists, restorative den-
istry might be all they needed to know. But
the dental profession also has a responsi-
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bility for seeing that the receipt of care
more accurately reflects the actual need for
it, Treating the patient who knocks on the
door is only one in a progression of impor-
tant activities in which the profession par-
ticlpates. Ideally, the first step in that
progression is the development of methods
for the prevention of disease itself. There-
fore, if dentistry is indeed educating for the
future, it should obvicusly be educating for
research,

As the commission observes, “Of all ave-
nues leading toward the prevention of dental
disease, the one offering the most hope is
research. One investigator, if he should dis-
cover a means of preventing or reducing
periodontal disease, might do more for oral
health than several thousand practitioners
of restorative dentistry.” ¥Yet the commis-
sion finds little reason for satisfaction with
the current status of dental research, al-
though it acknowledges the substantial
progress which has been made in recent
years.

The Federal Government has played, and
undoubtedly will continue to play, a major
role in conducting and sponsoring dental
research programs. I have always been
deeply interested in this fleld, and I look
upon the growth of the National Institute
of Dental Research—Incidentally, NIDR
will soon move into its new bullding—
and of its grants program in support of
extramural activity as being among the
notable contributions the Government has
made to the advancement of health stand-
ards. I am glad to have had a part in
making them possible. Yet I agree with the
commission that while the Federal Govern-
ment should increase its support of research,
and I think it will, the Government cannot
carry the burden alone. Financial support
from other sources must be forthcoming.

There is, as you know, a codicil to the
commission’s recommendations for increased
financial aid: the increase should be com-
mensurate with the increase in available
research personnel. Since, as the commis-
slon points out, the best source of research-
ers is the undergraduate student body, the
availability of personnel depends to a very
great extent upon the dental educator. Yet
today, teachers do not have time to pursue
research projects; students are given neither
the sclentific depth, nor the cuwrriculum
time, nor the intellectual stimulus to inter-
est them in the field. The commission sees
the result as a shortage so acute that “the
recruitment for dental research is even more
important than the recruitment for dental
practice,” and it urges the integration of
research with teaching at the undergradu-
ate level as a logical first step toward over-
coming the shortage.

That stronger and better designed under-
graduate programs will in time do much to
strengthen the whole intricate structure of
dental research in this country strikes me as
a sound and practical observation. I there-
fore suggest that proposals which advocate
Federal or private financial aid for talented
undergraduate dental students who are in-
terested in research and teaching careers
deserve serious consideration from wus all.
At the same time, ways must be found to in-
crease the scope and intensity and effective-
ness of activity at the more advanced levels
of dental research.

For the general public, these extended pro-
grams of research will have greatest mean-
ing when preventive discoveries are given
practical application in day-to-day life.
And in view of the seriousness of the overall
dental health problem, the Nation's fallure
to utilize fully the preventive techniques
already at its disposal is nothing short of
tragic.

Every leading health organization in the
country, among them the American Dental
Association, the American Medical Associa-
tion, and the American Assoclation of
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Dental Schools, has endorsed fuoridation.
The Commission on the Survey of Dentistry
therefore speaks for informed opinion when
it states it is “totally unimpressed by the
arguments advanced, usually by health and
other faddists, that fluoridation is danger-
ous, immoral, unconstitutional, and unserip-
tural.” Yet today, more than 10 years after
the introduction of a simple procedure for
the controlled fluoridation of public water
supplies, something less than a fourth of
the American people have access to the bene~
fits that method provides. The public denies
itself those benefits, and now the fluorida-
tion of water supplies is not even pacing
population growth. Evidently, the health
and other faddists have lately been more
successful in presenting their case to the
public than the profluoridationists, though
the latter have sclentific fact on their side.
Perhaps the difference is in the intensity of
effort.

Let me quote some other statements from
the commission’s report and, I warn you,
gquote them out of sequence:

“Although 37 percent—of some 750 den-
tists particlpating in an opinion survey—
take part in fluoridation campaigns in their
communities, only about 2 percent have
been active as Individuals in initiating these
campaigns.

“Wide scale educational efforts must be
undertaken to acquaint the American peo-
ple with the importance of dental health
and with means of attalning it.

“Education, in the dental health sense, has
many facets ranging from campaigns on be-
half of public health measures to hyglene
instruction in primary school.”

And, finally, there is the recommendation
of the commission that “all public agen-
cles, with the assistance of voluntary asso-
clations and professional societies, make
greater efforts to promote water fluoridation
and community topieal fluoride programs."

As the commission recognizes, the possi-
bility of making greater efforts will depend
to a large degree upon the possibility of se-
curing substantial grants for expansion of
the State and local dental health programs
needed to win widespread public support for
fluoridation and other preventive measures,
But important as they are, grants are not
a substitute for incisive and coordinated
action, They serve only as the foundation
upon which better programs can be built.

I remarked earlier that the commission
continually stresses how much depends upon
our ability to educate and be educated, and
upon our ability to use what we know with
greater force, The fluoridation issue is a
case in point. If they are to strengthen and
intensify activities in support of fluoridation,
public health agencies at the National, State,
and local level must make sure that they
employ their special resources and knowl-
edge and practical experience to the very
fullest extent. And their efforts, in turn,
must be reinforced by the professional knowl-
edge and prestige and influence of the pri-
vate practitioner, working individually in his
community and through his dental society.
This kind of cooperation should produce an
educational force persuasive and authorita-
tive enough to offset the statements, however
dramatic, of the small but vocal opposition.

Valuable though preventive measures like
fluoridation are, I am sure the commission
is right when it states that the achievement
of dental health solely through the preven-
tion of disease is far in the future, a fact
which throws into relief the importance of
what the commission calls “prevention of
progression through treatment.” And since
people differ both in their ability to pay for
care and even in thelr physical ability to seek
it, the receipt of treatment cannot be left to
chance. The commission makes a series of
recommendations for reducing distance be-
tween dentist and patient which impress me
as both imaginative and workable,
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One of these, the incremental care program
for school-age children, seems to me to be of
particular value and importance. Beginning
the first year with 6-year-olds and adding a
new crop of them each year, the program
would eventually cover all children through
high school, and do so at a minimum of cost,
for the care would begin in most cases be-
fore serious treatment problems have had a
chance to develop. Since cost to the family
would be based on the ability to pay, every
child, regardless of financial status, would
have a chance for a lifetime of good dental
health. And that, eventually, should mean
an impressive reduction in the accumulation
of the Natlon’s unmet treatment needs.
Therefore, though a program of this scope
would undoubtedly require Federal and
State ald in the form both of financial
support and of participation by official
health agencies, it would also represent a
national asset.

Another group whose special needs for
treatment deserve more thoughtful atten-
tion is the chronieally ill and aged. The
Public Health Service, for a number of years,
has been conducting a series of studies de-
signed to measure existing needs among
these disadvantaged people. In cooperation
with State and local dental societies and
health departments, the Service has been ex-
perimenting also in the development of tech-
nigues and in the training of personnel to
adapt traditional types of treatment to the
special needs of people who are too infirm
to visit the dentist in his office.

Some idea of the extent of the problem of
caring for the homebound and institutional-
ized came out of a study recently completed
in Eansas City. Four thousand nursing
home patients, with an average age of 75,
were examined; 88 percent were in need of
care. I this measure of need holds true for
all the population aged 75, then there are
today some 4 million older people who
require a service they are not likely to get
unless a concerted effort is made to provide
it. In less than 20 years, the figure will be
8 millilon. If we are to meet the special
dental care needs of our growing population
of older people, undergraduate training in
dental geriatrics may well be a necessary
addition to the modern dental school cur-
riculum,

In efforts to narrow the gap between need
and receipt of services, the greatest atten-
tion is perhaps being centered currently on
the growth of various types of group prepaid
dental care plans. Such plans may eventu-
ally have as great an impact upon dental
care as hospital and medical coverages have
had upon medical care. The recommenda-
tions of the commission that the dental
profession cooperate with industry, labor,
and Government in experimentation with
various approaches to group programs are
therefore eminently sensible. Their sugges-
tion that dental societies form service cor-
porations to facilitate the development of
group programs bears out the opinion of
public health officers that this particular
approach offers dentistry the best opportu-
nity of assuring orderly growth and quality
of care within the framework of group
plans.

Even though many people disapprove in
principle of group dental programs, coopera-
tion in their design is still advisable. At
least you must be prepared to face the
changes they entail and to deal with them
constructively. Por it is much better to con-
trol circumstances than to be controlled
by them.

Controlling circumstances becomes in-
creasingly difficult as soclety becomes more
complex. It requires infinitely more knowl-
edge and patience. Today the members of
all professions find themselves involved in
activities which a few years ago did not even
exist. And as activities increase, so do the
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demands upon professional skills and quali-
ties of leadership.

Because this is true, laymen and profes-
sional men must meet together to discuss
problems of mutual concern, And it be-
comes all the more necessary for us to ac-
cept the fact that we cannot limit our vision
to the merely convenient or tailor the future
by a pattern fitted only to the past. That
is why it is s0 essential to realize that we
must train more professional people, and
that we must train them better. Perhaps
we must even train a new breed of men—
men of broader vision and greater scientific
depth than we have ever before known.
Certainly in a fleld as essential as dentistry,
we must, at the very least, forgo the luxury
of a narrow vocationalism in our educational
processes.

To do what must be done will require the
best that is in all of us—the willingness to
try and the courage to fail. For much of
what we must learn and teach can only be
discovered by trial and error. If that is a
painful process, it is also our greatest hope.
As the great Oxford teacher E. R. Dodds once
put it, “If the truth is beyond our grasp,
the errors of tomorrow are still to be pre-
ferred to the errors of yesterday; for error in
the sciences is only another name for the
progressive approximation to truth.”

Omnibus Farm Bill Is in Keeping With
American Experience and Tradition

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, Secretary of Agriculture Or-
ville Freeman gave an excellent sum-
mary of the principles and programs of
the proposed Agricultural Act of 1961
when he appeared before the House Agri-
culture Committee on April 24. Under
leave to extend my remarks, I would like
to include excerpts from Secretary
Freeman’s testimony in the REcoRrD:

SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPLES AND PROGRAMS OF
THE NEw FarMm BIiLL

The Agricultural Act of 1961 seeks to ac-
complish essential goals by means that are,
on the one hand, in line with American ex-
perience and tradition, and, on the other,
adapted to meet the conditions and demands
of today.

The principle of adjusting abundance to
current domestic and foreign needs is itself
in the American tradition

This Nation, historically, has sought higher
standards of living. It has sought to
achieve plenty. In agriculture we have suc-
ceeded to a greater extent than in any other
field. But we have never sought the waste—
of both natural and human resources—that
occurs when we produce what cannot be
used. And so we seek, at one and the same
time, in this legislation, to increase our utili-
ration of farm products both at home and
abroad and to adjust our productive abun-
dance to those increased quantities. We are
realistic enough to recognize that, even with
an expansion of programs for increased con-
sumption to the greatest possible extent
that is consistent with sound and humane
ideas and policies, we will not be able, in
the years immediately ahead, to expand con-
sumption enough to absorb all of our poten-
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tial agricultural productivity. Thus, we
must adjust our abundance.

The principle of equality of economic oppor-
tunity is basic to our philosophy, and this
is all we are asking for the American
Farmer

The farmer is the only basic producer in
our economy who now has avallable to him
no means by which he can adjust his produc-
tion to demand—and who, therefore, has no
effective means by which he can influence
the economic rewards of his enterprise.

It is absurd, in any consideration of a
farm program, to compare the farmer with
the small corner merchant.

Perhaps there should be Government
action for small business, but of a different
nature for a different reason. But the
farmer, as a basic producer and not a retailer,
can be more accurately compared with other
basic producers—such as, for example, the
producers of steel. Government has given
to such producers the instrument of incor-
poration, by which they can become large
enough to effectively adjust their production
to quantities that can be sold profitably.

Government has likewise given to labor
the instrument of collective bargaining
whereby millions of individual workers—
who, as individuals, would be even more
helpless than the farmers—can work to-
gether to achieve a falr return for their
productive activity.

To achieve economic equality, therefore,
Wwe propose programs to provide farmers with
the insitutional machinery for coming to-
gether and developing supply adjustment
programs, and with democratic methods for
approving or rejecting such programs. We
would specifically provide safeguards for
consumers’ interest in this process.

By enacting the proposed legislation, the
Congress would establish the ground rules
and guidelines under which supply adjust-
ment programs would be developed and
placed into operation. Then, whenever
action is needed with regard to any com-
modity or group of related commodities,
a committee of producers—including one
consumer representative—would be selected
to consult with the Secretary of Agriculture
to develop and recommend a program of sup-
ply adjustment for that commodity. The
Secretary would recommend & program based
on these consultations. Only after such a
program had been approved by the Presi-
dent, sanctioned by the Congress, and ap-
proved by a two-thirds vote of the pro-
ducers themselves, would it become binding
upon all farmers who choose to produce
that commodity. The farmers who serve
on these commodity advisory committees
would be chosen from nominees designated
by farmer-elected county committees and by
farm organizations.

It is a part of the strength of this Nation to

emphasize self-help and voluntary action

This principle is emphasized in the legis-
lation here presented. I believe that the
farmer advisory committees provided for in
the bill will have an opportunity to exercise
genuine leadership and develop economic
statesmanship. They will be chosen be-
cause, taken together, they represent every
group, segment, and interest that should be
heard in the discussion and formulation of
commodity programs, and they will there-
fore consider the broader implications of the
policies they recommend. Charged with the
responsibility of considering the interests of
the farmers they represent, and facing pub-
lic scrutiny and examination and approval
by the Congress, they will, I am confident,
once again demonstrate—as Americans have
so often demonstrated—that the people
themselves have the ability to consider the
interest of the people as a whole, I have
had experience with citizen committees and
voluntary action. I know that members of
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these committees will recognize that they
can “write their own ticket” only where the
ticket is in the public interest and accept-
able to all concerned.

The proposed legislation further recog-
nizes the principle of self-help in its au-
thorization of the expansion of marketing
orders and agreements, as one important
means avallable to farmers for developing
and adjusting their industry. They give
farm producers the opportunity to jointly
plan their production in a manner designed
to make abundant supplies of food available
at reasonable prices, and yet to avoid the
waste which results from excessive produc-
tion.

Marketing quotas, product diversion, pro-
motion, research, and quality control will
provide many agricultural industries with
the means of self-regulation. Marketing
orders are truly a self-help program in that
they are producer initiated, producer ad-
ministered, and producer financed. And,
since consumer interests are adequately pro-
tected, as required under the act, this self-
help approach should be highly successful
with respect to many commodities.

It is in the American tradition o seek to
raise the economic level of all segments in
our society
It is in this tradition that provisions for

agricultural credit are incorporated In this

bill.

A number of improvements in our super-
vised credit program are proposed, directed
toward enabling all of our family farmers
to benefit from the improvements contem-
plated in the farm program, toward strength-
ening the position of the family farmers,
and toward enabling them to make their
maximum contribution to the Nation’s eco-
nomic growth,

Under the proposed program the Farmers
Home Administration could serve the full
range of family farmers, including young
farmers with farm background and training
who are just starting out. If could do a far
better job of helping farmers reorganize
their farming operations and otherwise meet
farm credit needs that are currently neg-
lected. The administration of supervised
farm credit would be simplified and im-
proved. Farm management assistance would
continue to be provided along with the
loans, so that borrowers could get the maxi-
mum assistance out of every dollar borrowed.
The Farmers Home Administration would
continue to serve only those farmers who are
unable to obtain sufficient credit from co-
operative and private sources, and the legis-
lation would in fact encourage an even
greater use of credit from those sources.

Broadly speaking, the legislation would
provide credit for financing farm adjust-
ments, for enlarging and improving family
farms, for acquiring farms, for making bet-
ter use of water resources, for minimizing
the risks in farming, for improving lving
conditions, and for financing modern pro-
duction practices.

It is likewise in the American tradition to
use our abundance to meet human needs
at home and abroad, and to wutilize our
abundance as an instrument for peace and
freedom in the world
The provisions in the proposed legislation

relating to agricultural trade development
will enable us to step up our programs for
expanding the export of food and fiber, both
for dollars and for forelgn currency. They
will enable us to make more effective use of
our food for peace.

The request for a b-year extension is the
key recommendation to make Public Law 480
a more forceful instrument in U.S. foreign
relations. A long-term extension will give
notice that the United States is prepared to
give greater assurance of a continuing supply
of agricultural commodities needed by
emerging nations. Many of these countries
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are striving to promote economic growth
through ambitious long-term plans. A 5-
year extension of Public Law 480 will permit
the coordination of U.S. agricultural export
programs with these development plans, It
will also be an integral part of our Nation’s
plans to establish a national food policy and
develop a world food budget—thus assuring
our contribution to the world problem of
more adequately feeding hungry people. As
we increase our efforts for expanded utiliza-
tion, and as we develop means—in coopera-
tion with other countries—for the more effec~
tive use of greater quantities of agricultural
exports, these new and increasing demands
on American agriculture will have to be taken
into account in the formulation of our agri-
cultural programs at home. This is why an
extension and strengthening of our food-for-
peace program is an integral part of the
Agricultural Act of 1961.

I believe that affirmative action by the
Congress on the programs we present in the
Agricultural Act of 1961 would set the stage
and provide the tools by which (1) the farm-
ers of this Nation, in cooperation with Gov-
ernment, can achieve Incomes comparable,
in terms of labor and capital and manage-
ment skills invested, to those received by
other Americans; (2) a healthy and increas-
ingly efficient and productive agriculture will
continue to provide an abundance of food
and fiber at falr prices to the consumers;
(3) better farm incomes and a sound farm
economy will contribute to economic growth
and natlonal prosperity; (4) costs of the
Federal Government can be expected to de-
cline as programs get underway and become
effective; and (5) we can achieve maximum
utilization of our abundance to meet needs
and promote freedom at home and abroad.

Airlines’ Overbooking

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, on Janu-
ary 3, 1961, I introduced a bill, HR. 1208,
tiga:mend the Civil Aeronautics Act of

The bill is designed to eliminate the
practice of overbooking of passenger
space reservations. I first introduced
this measure in the 85th Congress.

Unfortunately the situation has not
changed. This highly questionable prac-
tice is still going on. Since the airlines
will not stop it themselves there must
be remedial legislation,

The bill would provide protection for
passengers by permitting them to bring
a court action against the airline if
they present themselves to board a plane
for which they have confirmed reserva-
tions and the space is not available.
Damages collectible would be an amount
to cover actual losses, plus twice the
amount of the fare paid or $100, which-
ever is greater, plus a reasonable attor-
ney’s fee and court costs.

If the passenger does not bring suit
within 2 years the United States could
bring the action against the airlines.

Those airlines which allow such
shoddy practices have made this legisla~
tion necessary. As for the others they
will probably benefit from it by an in-
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crease in business as a result of this
additional guarantee to the passenger.

It is my hope that the Congress will
act favorably on this measure in the
near future.

Water Needs of the Nation From 1980
to 2000

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CARL ALBERT

OF OELAHOMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, Okla-
homa is fortunate to have in her senior
Senator a man not only of great ability
and experience, but vision, as well
Since first embarking on his long and
distinguished career of public service,
RoeerT S. Kerr has been a powerful
champion of the conservation and devel-
opment of our Nation’s natural resources.
He has gained respect as an authority
in the field of water resources develop-
ment. He has spearheaded a national
awakening of the importance of our re-
sources. He has even authored a book
entitled “Land, Wood, and Water.”

On April 17, 1961, Senator Kerr ad-
dressed the Eighth National Watershed
Congress, an organization whose mem-
bers have played an important role in
the progress of the water development
program. The Senator's remarks, “Wa-
ter Needs of the Nation from 1980 to
2000,” will be of interest to many of our
colleagues, providing a clear-cut chal-
lenge which we cannot ignore.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-
sent, I insert the following and commend
it to the attention of all who are con-
cerned with America’s growth and pros-
perity:

‘WATER NEEDS OF THE NatioNn From 1980 To

(Speech by Senator Roeert S. Kerr, of Okla-
homa, before the Eighth National Water~
shed Congress in Tucson, Ariz., April 17,
1961)

Mr. Chailrman, ladies, and gentlemen,
thank you for letting me come here and be
the first speaker on your program, This
bids fair to be a great congress. Considering
the strength and vigor of the many organi-
zations participating in it, I am tempted to
say it promises to be the greatest congress
I've ever attended. But I won't. Back in
Washington we are having a Congress, the
87th, and it is composed of many fine fellows
who knows theirs is going to be the greatest
Congress ever. And, with the help of this
Eighth Annual Watershed Congress, that
Congress in session in Washington may well
wind up deserving the fanciest superlatives
you can think of. Certainly, this is an
extremely important session of the National
Congress insofar as our future water needs
are concerned.

I realize the watershed congress has tradi-
tionally avoided direct action in its own
name, preferring to accomplish the common
aims of its member groups through the
separate organizations participating in it.
However, I hope the discussions and other
features of this meeting will lead to positive
action on many fronts almed at the general
objective of solving the water problems we
face in the next 20 to 40 years.
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My subject is the water needs of the Nation
in the period from 1980 to the year 2000.
‘When considered with your general theme,
“The Count-Down on Water,” it strikes me
as covering about the most important domes-
tic issue the country faces Insofar as its
future economic growth and prosperity are
concerned. This congress, and the organi-
zations taking part in it, has been of great
public service in this area in the past, and
will, I am sure, contribute greatly in the
future.

Arizona seems to me to be a most appro-
priate place to ponder just where we are in
the count-down on water. Arizona, loca-
tion of the pioneering reclamation project
in the United States, the Salt River project,
offers many object lessons for the student of
water resources. Some of the lessons date
back 1,300 years to the Hohokams, a pre-
historic Indian tribe that first irrigated the
Salt River Valley. Certainly, if we can find
permanent solutions for the water problems
of the arid reglons of the Southwest, we can
surmount the difficulties which will arise
when water also grows short in the wetter
areas of the Nation. Necessity is the mother
of invention. Some of today's inventions
for water-short lands will someday help
the survival of areas where water at present
is plentiful.

Arizona has had many heroes in the field
of water development. Majestic, life-giving
reservolrs, irrigation canals, and other facill-
ties in this State serve as their monuments.
One Arizona man, in particular, stands out,
the Honorable Carr. HAYDEN. We who have
worked with Senator HAYDEN know well why
his career, stretching all the way back to
statehood in 1812, has brought him the un-
swerving support of his fellow citizens, We
understand why the little Arlzona schoolgirl,
when asked to name the three separate
branches of National Government, replied,
“executive, judlcial, and Senator HAYDEN.”

Arizona also can be proud, along with
members of this watershed congress, that
President Eennedy named as his Secretary
of Interior, the Honorable Stewart L. Udall.
‘With Mr, Udall’s genius in the Department
of Interior, and Senator HAYDEN'sS leadership
of the all-lmportant Senate Appropriations
Committee, not only Arizona but all of the
Nation stands to benefit. Now—and I'm
being facetious—if some of these benefits
accrue to the benefit of my other distin-
guished colleague from Arizona, Senator
GOLDWATER, I am sure Senator HAYDEN and
other members of my political party will
applaud the benefits despite any political
reservations concerning the recipient thereof.
Serlously, I have the highest personal regard
for BAreY GoLDWATER and partisan political
considerations must not interfere with the
conservation of water and other natural re-
sources. I hope my remarks prove the need
for more bipartisan action.

Our future water needs must be consid-
ered in broad perspective. I am happy to
see that your program this afternoon has
the theme, “Multiple Use of Watersheds.”
The word “watershed” has different conno-
tations for different people. In Webster,
“watershed” 1s defined as the area draining
into any given creek, stream, lake or river.

The “Count-Down on Water” theme of this
congress embodies a broader look at prob-
lems in which local watersheds are factors
of varying importance. I solicit, therefore,
your consideration of another concept—
the basinwide interagency approach. This
larger concept has been successful in my
part of the country to a remarkable degree.
It is interesting to note that it is gaining
more and more support throughout the
country. A recent publication of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture points out that
under Public Law 566, as amended by Pub-
lic law 1018, the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act, Congress—the Na-
tional Congress, that is—made it clear this
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law would be used, quote, “to supplement
both our present soil and water conserva-
tion programs and our p: for devel-
opment and flood protection of major river
valleys.”

In my home State, we are proud of the
developments that are underway in the Ar-
kansas, White, and Red River Basins. Okla~
homans took the lead more than 20 years
ago in establishing this approach, My first
bill when I went to the U.S, Senate in 1949
created the Interagency Study Commission
of these basins. This study covered 180 mil-
lion acres, including all of Oklahoma and
parts of Colorado, New Mexico, Kansas, Ar-
kansas, Missouri, Texas, and Louisiana.
President Truman, at the time, noted that
for the first time there had been specifically
recognized in such legislation the need for
& broad-scale study of the multiple uses of
the land and water resources of a river basin.

Since that mammoth study was completed,
a coordinated system of land, wood, and
water conservation has been under construc-
tion in the area. It has been labeled the
“Kerr plan,” a label that does Injustice to
a large number of inspired vislonaries—
starting with my dad—who taught me the
value of land, wood, and water. I chose those
magic words, “Land, Wood and Water,” for
the title of a book published last year, and
I tried in the book to give credit to the
many people who contributed to the dream
which is fast becoming reality in Oklahoma.

My activities in this field also contributed
to the publication of another book recently,
a volume which the U.B. Government has
made available in quantity, free, for those
registered for this meeting. It is the report
of the Select Committee on National Water
Resources which the Senate created in 1959.
This committee completed 1its work In
January.

The committee was told repeatedly that
any inquiry into the Nation's potential
water supply necessarlly required an ap-
praisal of conservation programs affecting all
of our natural resources. I hope that if you
have not had a chance to study this report,
you will pick up a copy while here.

The committee found that the Nation's
water supply, in relation to demands, is
shrinking rapidly. Withdrawals now are
about 300 billion gallons daily. Based on
medium projections of the population in-
crease, by 1580 demands on the Nation’'s
water resources will almost double, and they
will more than triple by the year 2000.
If, as the committee hoped, the Natlon's
growth rate is greater than the medium esti-
mates, these Increased demands for water
will come upon us much faster, The com-
mittee assumed that the Nation’s economy
will continue to grow at the rate achieved
in the past, and that there will be relatively
little change in the present methods of
water use—and water waste. The commit-
tee found five major categories of effort
needed for meeting prospective demands on
a long-range basis. I would like to recite
these before I give you a few statistical de-
talls based on some charts taken from the
committee report. The charts will support
these general conclusions:

(1) We need to improve the regulation of
streamflow through the construction of
surface reservoirs and through better water-
shed management.

(2) We must improve the quality of our
streams through more adequate pollution
abatement. I prefer the term “water quality
management” to pollution abatement, how-
ever.

(3) We must make better use of under-
ground storage.

(4) More water-saving technigques must
be developed in the flelds of irrigation, sew-
age treatment, and substitution of air for
water cooling should be encourage In areas
of potential water shortage.

(6) Greater support must be given research
programs leading to cheaper desalting
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methods, weather modification, or other
methods of increasing natural water yield.

All of these objectives require planning
now for action in the future. For this reason,
I have relabeled a chart taken from page
7 of the committee report and enlarged
it for your perusal. I have given the chart
the label, “Why We Need More Planning
Now,” because it shows clearly that total
withdrawals by the year 2000 will be fairly
close to the total streamflow in the United
BStates, exclusive of Alaska and Hawail. As
of 1954, the streamflow was about 1,100 bil-
lion gallons a day, and demands for with-
drawals that year were about equal to 27
percent of streamflow. The withdrawals,
you will note, are divided into consumptive
and nonconsumptive uses, and the com-
mittee obtained a breakdown showing with-
drawals for irrigation, municipal, industrial,
and power cooling uses.

I want to point out also that the com-
mittee took into consideration water losses
which may result in conservation practices
for watershed improvement. This factor is
shown at the opposite end of the bars illus-
trating the anticipated total withdrawals in
1980 and 2000.

The report of the commitiee poilnts out
that in addition to water to provide for con-
sumptive uses or depletion, tremendous
quantities of water will be needed in our
flowing streams for hydroelectric power pro-
duction, navigation, recreation, fish habitat,
and pollution abatement—water guality
management. Estimates of flow require-
ments for these purposes were obtalned. In
the second chart, it is assumed that if water
requirements for navigation are met, and if
water of adequate quality for fish life is
maintained, the needs of recreation will be
met.

This second chart, on streamflow uses, Is
lifted from page 10 of the committee’'s basic
report. The most significant factor shown
in it is the estimate of flows needed to main-
taln the water quality of our streams. No
figure was available for the current dilution
requirement for pollution abatement, either
in 1854 or at present, but experts convinced
the committee that vast quantities would be
needed for this purpose In future years. The
quantities shown as required for mainte-
nance of water quality in 1980 and 2000 are
projected on the basis that the desired qual-
ity will be achieved by the cheapest combi-
nation of waste treatment facilities and
storage reservoirs to provide sustained flows
for dilution of effluent.

With the construction of such reservoirs,
there will be many opportunities to develop
hydroelectric power, but since there are
other sources of electric power, the quantl-
ties of flow needed for cleaning of water were
assumed to be controlling.

I would like to come back to the pollution
problem in a moment, but first let me show
you a third chart, this one taken from the
last of the 32 committee prints which were
published to substantiate the committee’s
findings. These prints, incidentally, give in
detall facts presented to the committee dur-
ing its serles of 26 hearings throughout the
United States, More than 150,000 copies of
the committee’s report or prints have been
sent so far to citizens requesting them.

I don't know whether you approve of the
color scheme or not, but personally, I like
this chart best of all. It forcefully shows
how well we can meet our water problems in
1980 and 2000, based on the present outloock
for the various water resource regions of the
Nation. The Nation's water resources are not
uniformly distributed, and full development
of all of the available resources are needed
before 1980 in the five regions at the bottom
of the scale. These are the South Pacific
which includes southern California, the up-
per Rio Grande and Pecos Rivers, the Colo-
rado River which includes most of Arizoma
plus the rest of the Colorado’s watershed, the
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upper Missourl and the great basin area of
Utah and Nevada. By the year 2000, full de-
velopment will be needed in three other re-
glons. I am confident that everyone here
agrees with me that the comprehensive de-
velopment of these areas must proceed with
all possible speed.

This confidence in your understanding of
the general problem prompts me to single
out one particularly knotty problem, water
quality management, for your earnest con-
sideration.

Pollution is never a pleasant subject,
particularly when we start discussing specif-
ic problems., Often, the specifics are hardly
mentionable in polite company. The trag-
edy of the Potomac River fits this pattern
to a degree. I have brought with me today
a set of pietures furnished by the U.S. Public
Health Service illustrating some of the prob-
lems of the Potomac where it flows past our
National Capital.

In this first slide, we see rubbish stacked
on the shores of this historic river upstream
from the intakes that draw water into the
District of Columbia Metropolitan Water
District. This is a trash dump—a result
of human carelessness and a lack of public
understanding. The materials entering the
stream from this dump are similar to those
that would be emitted by a sewage pipe.

Slide No. 2: Here is another picture that
is not pretty and not pleasant to look at.
These are bubbles of scum filled with sewer
gas rising from the bottom of Four Mile
Run as it enters the Potomac River from
Virginia. This gas is from decaying sewage
solids that have settled on the bottom of
Four Mile Run.

Slide No. 3: This is another pilcture of
Four Mile Run a short distance above its
joining with the Potomac. Blue-green algae
are floating slowly downstream toward the
historic grandeur of our Nation's Capital.
Blue-green algae grows in polluted rivers
and 1t decays and contributes to offenslve
odors.

Blide No. 4: Here is the outlet of Rock
Creek sewer; normally a storm sewer but
one of the major contributors to the pol-
lution of the Potomac. After a heavy rain
this huge pipe flushes tons of untreated
sewage into the Potomac. The FPublic
Health Service researcher who took this
picture later analyzed the fish caught by
the man standing on the bridge. He found
the catfish had been feeding on sewage.

Slide No. 5: This is almost too repulsive
to look at. It shows sewage solids floating
in the Potomac River mear our Natlon’s
Capital. This horrible mess flows from the
Rock Creek sewer.

Slide No. 6: This picture was taken a short
distance below the Eey Bridge which leads
from the District of Columbia to Virginia
just a few miles from the Capitol Bullding.
The stuff floating on the water speaks in-
decently for itself.

The Potomac River, grossly contaminated
by sewage, is far too typical in our Natlon
today. Man has perpetrated this enormous
folly in every part of the country. One re-
port to our committee advised that our cities
are now recelving approximately twice as
much pollutant from municipal sewage sys-
tems alone as was considered safe in 1955.
Here are some slides showing other pollution
problems, at random, across the Nation:

Slide No. 7: This shows blood pollution of
the Jean Petit River in Arkansas caused by
wastes from a small custom packing plant.
Near this spot people were fishing for gar
which had gathered in the area. These rough
fish had been attracted by the wastes.

Slide No. 8: Here we have a scene that is
far too common—showing raw sewage spill-
ing into what would otherwise be a beauti-
ful river. The picture was taken a few
years ago at Idaho Falls where a municipal
outfall discharged directly into the Snake
River.
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Slide No. 9: Here is evidence of industrial
pollution on the Holston River, downstream
from Kingsport, Tenn. Those slimy organ=
isms grow only in water so foul nothing
of value can survive in it,

Slide No. 10: Another example of indus-
trial wastes, this time below an oil refinery
in Arkansas. The oil has collected behind
obstructions in the stream,

Slide No. 11: This may be destroying my
buildup, but I couldn't show that series of
pictures without providing some visual relief
for you. Here is the way water ought to
look, The picture was made at Big Falls
on Henry's Fork of the Green River. The
shocking pictures which preceded it more
accurately, however, illustrate the peril of
our position.

As I mentioned earlier, we must devote
more and more of our streamflow resources
in this country to pollution abatement, and
to this end, I have offered legislation to the
Congress this year which meets the need
head on.

My proposal, Senate bill 120, also would
increase Federal support for the construc-
tion of sewage disposal plants. It also would
authorize an intensive 5-year program of re-
search in developing new methods of treat-
ing sewage. We might as well face the
brutal facts—we will have to achleve
virtually complete storage of river flows in
most of our country to meet the water needs
of this century.

Most Americans will be drinking, cooking
with, bathing in, and otherwise using sec-
ondhand or thirdhand water. This means
water will have been used, and purified, and
used again not once, or twice, but perhaps
several times.

My bill would emphasize the responsi-
bility of the Surgeon General in participat-
ing in planning reservolr capacity and
releases of water where such capacity and
releases might be used to aid in improving
the quality of water for municipal and in-
dustrial uses, fish and wildlife, and other
such purposes.

I was bitterly disappointed last year when
President Eisenhower vetoed a clean water
bill designed to expand a program launched
in 1956. He actually rejected the advice of
his own Health, Education, and Welfare De-
partment. Since then, Public Health Serv-
ice leaders have stated repeatedly our present
laws are inadequate to keep up with the
program. The Public Health Service told
me last week the backlog of needed sewage
facilities in this Nation is estimated at $1.9
billion.

Now, however, the prospects have bright-
ened considerably for the passage and Presi-
dential approval of legislation designed to
strengthen this and other phases of our
water resources program. I don't know what
the weather has been like lately in Gettys-
burg, Pa., or Palm Springs, Calif., but I can
tell you the political climate in Washington
has improved tremendously. We expect our
water quallty management bill, as well as all
other measures dealing with natural re-
sources development, to fare much better,
They certainly will if you watershed partisans
really work.

During the past 8 years, we have been
slowed down or stopped by an administration
wedded to the “no new starts” theme. But
Presldent Eennedy in his special message
on natural resources to the Congress stated:
“Pollution of our country’s rivers and streams
has, as a result of our rapid population and
industrial growth and change, reached alarm-
ing proportions. To meet all needs, domestie,
agricultural, industrial, recreational, we shall
have to use and reuse the same water, main-
tailning quality as well as quantity. In many
areas of the country we need new sources of
supply, but in all areas we must protect the
supplies we have.”
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The President specifically referred to Sen-
ate bill 120 as a recommended approach to
the problem.

In this same message, the President en-
dorsed our interagency river basin concept
for the development of our water resources.

Therefore, from this vantage point in
Arizona, not far from the pioneering recla-
mation project on the Salt River, we can
view our water resources picture with op-
timism despite the greatly increased needs
of the coming decades.

As chairman of the Senate Aeronautical
and Space Sciences Committee, I have fre-
quently heard scientists refer in recent
months to the long leadtimes required for
development of rockets and space vehicles,
Lack of leadtime is now costing us dearly in
our efforts to match Soviet Russian exploits.
Insofar as our water problems are concerned,
we still have the leadtime to make the count-
down entirely successful if we act with suf-
ficlent vigor.

Just a few days ago, President Kennedy
clearly demonstrated his vision and imagi-
nation to press forward on this new frontier.
Out of the flurry of excitement over the Rus-
slan penetration of space came a calm state-
ment from the President putting the water
problem into sharp focus,

President Kennedy pointed out that “de-
mocracy is more durable in the long run,"”
saying he hoped that the United States
would be first in other areas, first in achieve-
ments that will bring more long-range bene-
fits to mankind.

And then, perceiving the romance and
drama in the crusade for conservation, Pres-
ident Kennedy placed the scientific con-
quest of water problems on a par with the
historic probe into space.

Specifically, he cited the effort of American
scientists to find an inexpensive way to get
fresh water from salt water and sald that if
this succeeds it “would really dwarf any
other sclentific accomplishments” from the
standpoint of humanity’s welfare.

This new accent on water problems gives
us fresh hope and enthusiasm. Conserva-
tion has often been a hard and thankless
battle. Now, the waterman may be coming
into his own. Watermen and spacemen may
be marching shoulder to shoulder in Amer-
ica's legions of honor.

And while we do honor and reward Amer-
ica’s famed astronauts, let us fashion fitting
citations of merit for the “hydronauts.”

The “hydronauts” of the new frontier will
crack the barriers of salinity control, com-
plete conservation control and water guality
control.

Then let these heroes of conservation be
glven due recognition by a thankful people
and a grateful Government.

Senator Keating Delivers Important
Address on Governmental Reform

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. CHARLES E. GOODELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr., GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, the
junior Senator from New York [Mr.
Keating] recently delivered an interest-
ing speech on the need for certain gov-
ernmental reforms before the annual
banquet of the Olean Chamber of Com=~
merce. He outlined a concrete program
for inecreasing congressional efficiency in
the appropriation process and generally
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urged fresh initiatives to gear our Gov-
ernment to modern problems.

In view of his long crusade for effi-
ciency in Government and his deep study
of this field, Senator KeaTING's remarks
deserve wide circulation and study. I
therefore ask unanimous consent that
the text of his address before the Olean
Chamber of Commerce be printed at this
point in the REcorp.

REMARKS oF SENATOR KENNETH B, KEATING,
oF NEwW YORE, BEFORE ANNUAL BANQUET OF
OLEAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, OLEAN,
N.¥Y., ArrIL 22, 1961
Mr. Chalrman, members of the chamber

of commerce, honored guests, it is a pleasure

to be with you here tonight. I must say that
during the recent basketball season I saw
the Olean dateline quite often in the news-
papers. It would appear that Tom Stith
and his teammates were of great help to the
chamber of commerce in putting Olean in
the Natlon’s eye, and I'd like to state that
a8 a western New Yorker I was proud of
the fine natlonal record established by the

St. Bonaventure team.

You are here today as citizens interested
In government. There is nothing so valu-
able to a free soclety as people such as your-
selves. A free government is people. When
it ceases to be that—when it becomes bu-
reaucrats and legislators, experts, and re-
searchers operating in a self-made empire—
then it is in trouble.

As a Member of the Congress, I have al-
ways taken a deep interest in good govern-
ment. Good government is not automatic.
It requires constant vigilance.

It is founded on the greatness of the past
and at the same time is willing to accept the
dynamic challenges of the future. Good
government, therefore, by definition, is both
past and future. Let me elaborate for a
moment on this point. As for the past, all
of us recognize that the greatness of our
Nation today depends very largely upon the
preservation of individual initiative and in-
centives, which are so much a part of our
Iree, competitive enterprise system.

While seeking to govern effectively, we

that the concentration of too

many activities and of too much power in
Washington—or anywhere else—tends to
drain so huge a lump of every man's income
away in taxes that his energies and initia-
tive are depleted and eventually diminished
altogether. We must remember that the
coin of government has two sides—spending
and taxing.

But government cannot be static and
inflexible. We must be willilng to expand
the role of government in those specific
flelds in which it is found to be necessary.
We must strengthen existing government
programs where there is a clear need to do so.

This is the framework which I try to
keep in mind. The Natlon as a whole must
make the great decislons as to what the
Nation should do—what should be the size
and scope of the activities of our Federal,
State, and local governments—how author-
ity and responsibility should be related and
equated.

To make these decisions, the public must
be informed and articulate. There is much
yet to be done in bringing the Government
closer to the people. In this day and age
of mass media, and the urban sprawl, we
must renew and reinvigorate our efforts to
make government more understandable so
that all Americans can appraise its actions
and develop opinions on the major questions
of our day.

The chamber of commerce is one of the
organizations which is doing an important
job in this fleld.

In this connection, let me touch upon a
few questions that illustrate the point I
have in mind. In doing so, I want to out-
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line a program to gear our Government to
20th century problems and to promote ef-
ficiency in its operation.

Pirst, there is the matter of the item veto.
For many years, I have sponsored legislation
to permit the President of the United States
to veto items in appropriation bills without
having to veto the entire bill.

In a nutshell, f we would provide the
President with the power to veto items in
an appropriation bill, that is the most ef-
fective single step we could take to elim-
inate waste and pork barreling and enable
the Government of the United States to
operate more economically and efficlently.

Many BStates have successfully provided
their chief executives with this needed and
constructive power of the purse. It is clear
from their experience that the Federal Gov-
ernment and the taxpayers of America would
benefit materially from the institution of
the item veto.

This is a matter that should not be the
exclusive concern of legislators.

It affects all of us—and every American
should think of the item veto not as a vague
phrase but as a step toward the better
kind of government he wants. And if he
has convictions, he shouldn't jingle them in
his pocket, but put them on the line. So
the next time you write a letter to a Con-
gressman, may I suggest that instead of
talking in negative generalities about waste-
ful spending in government, you urge him
affirmatively to support this constructive
reform.,

Secondly, there is the proposal, now in the
form of a bill, of which I am a cosponsor,
whereby a Joint Committee on the Budget
would be established.

This committee would examine the budget
as a whole, and not plecemeal. It would
handle this important fiscal responsibility
in an efficlent, modern way, not with the
horse-and-buggy methods of the past. This
bill has wide support. It deserves the back-
ing of responsible, savings-minded, efficiency=
minded citizens.

In this same vital fiscal area, there is an
urgent need for a broad and searching con-
sideration of tax reforms. Here, too, is a
problem that is the business of all Ameri-
cans, not just the lawmakers.

One suggestion worthy of study in this
field is the establishment of a Hoover-type
commission to examine analytically the en-
tire tax structure, and submit recommenda-
tions for changes geared to the times and
designed to eliminate Inequities. It is all
right for people to have a passion for an-
tigues—but our tax laws shouldn't be early
American.

. L L] - -

Many businessmen, like yourselves, will
say that taxes are a bloodletting where a
transfusion is needed. To pursue this sub-
Ject a bit: As you are aware, more interest
is being focused on taxation today than
since—well, let me gay, since the Boston Tea
Party.

Recommendations run the gamut from
sanity to extremism. Some groups are now
calling for tax reforms that would abolish
income tax completely, and return all Gov-
ernment business-type operations to the
States.

Now, I agree with the school of thought
that favors revision and modernization of
our tax policies. I also recognize that there
are certaln Federal functions that can and
should be turned over to local governments.
But it is neither realistic nor practical to
suggest the abolition of the Federal income
tax.

Just as one example, how could we pos-
sibly achleve a posture of national defense
and security in a world where power is not
only the first requisite of safety but the in-
dispensable requisite of survival? The argu-
ment for the fragmentation of natlonal
power—power based on Federal taxes—falls
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apart when we contemplate the alternative—
a defense system geared to the days of the
bow and arrow, not to the age of the hydro-
gen bomb,

Now, my third point is that we must cease
to venerate the status quo. When we build
automobiles we don't go on the principle
that no improvements are possible on last
year's model.

In government, too often the ways of the
past have been sanctified and perpetuated.
Not only is last year’s model still good, but
even the last century's model in some cases.
My own feeling is that we must constantly
keep the door of our mind open to new
concepts, new approaches, new directives.
Not because change in itself is desirable,
but because changes for the better are de-
sirable—changes that will give us more effi-
clency per dollar, more achievement per
effort.

I should like to cite an example. The
suggestion has been advanced that a special
session of the Congress be authorized for
the sole purpose of studies, hearings and
legislative action in the vital field of ap-
propriations.

Such a session might take place in No-
vember and December of each year, prior,
that is, to the opening of the regular ses-
slon. Now such a proposal deserves serious
consideration.

The business of appropriating sums in
excess of $80 billion requires time, study,
consultation, and deep reflection. At pres-
ent this whole operation is done on a plece-
meal basis, subject to the interruptions, the
distractions, the emergencies that go hand
in hand with a regular session of the Con-
gress.

It is my conviction that more effective,
more businesslike, and, not the least im-
portant, more money-saving general appro-
priations legislation would result from this
special sesslon proposal I have briefly out-
lined to you.

There is a fourth and final point I should
like to make in this program of modernizing
and vitalizing the operation of our Govern-
ment. This point is embodied in another
bill which I am sponsoring in the Senate.
This measure is based on the premise that
the more people know about the way gov-
ernment operates, the better a government
operation we will have.

It ealls for the establishment of a “know
your Government” service whose sole func-
tion will be to break down the wall of secrecy
that lles between the people and their Gov-
ernment. The idea is to make government
the living thing it ought to be, not the big
anonymous, incomprehensible force that di-
rects our lives from a central control system,

Too many of our citizens know only what
they're obliged to do for the Government.
They don't know that the Government is a
two-way, not a one-way, street—that it was
created to serve the people, not to be their
master. My contention is that we must do
on the national scale what is so well done
on the local scale—in cities like your own.

Your active, informed, alert citizenry is
the greatest human resource that Olean
possesses. You have a history here of think-
ing for yourselves, acting by yourselves—and
economic adversity hasn't made you sit down
and wailt, but stand up and fight. For
Washington is not the ultimate solution to
every problem. It may assist, it may cooper-
ate, but the prime mover must be the drive,
the energy, the spirit of citizens like your
own who don't just stare at difficulties but
roll up their sleeves and go out and work to
overcome those difficulties.

I want to make 1t clear that the four-point
program I have discussed with you today is
not just a matter of good housekeeping in
government. It is, above all, a matter of
strengthening the muscles of democracy—
of better preparing us to withstand the tre-
mendous challenge that free socleties like
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our own are facing throughout the world
today as communism mounts its silent and
deadly offensive.

Too many Americans think that a fight
doesn't begin until the bell rings—until a
‘shot is fired—until the sirens go off.

The cold, hard fact is that a fight is going
on right now—across the world, a struggle
that we're in whether we like it or not—a
titanic struggle that is not conventional war,
where there is no blood, no thunder, but
where our freedom can be put to death as
surely as a bullet can kill or a bomb can
destroy. That is why we Americans can no
longer afford the luxury of apathy. That is
why the way America is run is the personal
business of all Americans, not the prerogative
of an official few.

We face a foe that has a single purpose:
the destruction of all freedom

Against that diabolical resolve we must
throw the full strength of our energles, the
full dedleation of our spirit. And in this
connection, let me leave one final thought
with you—a thought every one of us should
burn into his heart and mind. History has
recorded for us the many ways in which
human freedom has died—glorlously, cra-
venly, forlornly, but the saddest, most igno-
minfous death of all is when freedom dies
in its sleep.

Columbus Couldn’t Get a Visa

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. JOHN V. LINDSAY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, under
unanimous consent, I include in the
Recorp an article written by Senator
WarreN G. MaenusoN, of Washington,
which appeared in the New York Times
magazine on April 16. Senator Mac-
nuson’s article, entitled “Columbus
Couldn’t Get a Visa,” is an incisive and
perceptive analysis of the problems en-
countered by foreign visifors to the
United States and of the need for legis-
lative remedy.

Senator MacNUsoN has made a major
contribution toward the encouragement
of a greatly increased flow of foreign vis-
itors to the United States by piloting
legislation for the establishment of a
National Travel Service both last year
and this year. No one can speak with
greater authority on the question of for-
eign tourist travel to the United States
than the Senator from Washington:
CorumeUus COULDN'T GET A VisaA—AND THERE-

1w Lies ONE oF THE CHIEF OBSTACLES TO

MagIiNG THE UnNITED STATES A WORLD

TourisT CENTER
(By Senator WarRren G. MaGNUsON, of Wash-

, chairman of the Interstate and

Foreign Commerce Committee)

Because he was a recent indigent, insane
(by contemporary standards) and born in
Italy—a country whose immigration quota
is heavily oversubscribed—Christopher Co-
Iumbus could never have qualified for a U.S.

tourist visa. Nevertheless, he was the first
foreign visltor to these shores.

Since then, foreign visitors have made a
remarkably profound contribution to our
national advancement. Many of them have
become effective ambassadors for us in their
lands. Today, with tourist travel becoming
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an evermore pofent economic force, the
flow of tourists to this country has taken
on new significance. Yet, with a thousand
and one reasons for promoting the United
States as a host nation, our Government has,
until recently, displayed a towering indiffer-
ence to its guests. Unlike almost every other
country, we do nothing to attract the inter-
national traveler. There has been little or
no official leadership in improving the qual-
ity, and minimizing the cost, of tourlst
facilitles here. Our visa laws have had the
effect of actually discouraging travel to this
country. As a result, most of our foreign
visitors today are, in reality, simply border-
crosses, from Canada and Mexico.

Hundreds of thousands of newly prosper-
ous Europeans, as well as our many South
American and transpacific friends, have yet
to discover America as an attractlve and
rewarding vaecation land. It is a sobering
truth that far more Europeans visit the
Soviet Union every year than visit the
United States. Of more immediate conse-
quence is the fact that for every visitor from
overseas (not counting those from Canada
and Mexico), there are three or four Amer-
ican tourists who vacation abroad.

The current movement for a national tour-
ist promotion program actually began when
we in Congress awoke to the economic im-
plications of this last statistic, Eighteen
months ago the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce undertook a special
study of America's declining position in in-
ternational trade and its effect upon our
continuing balance of payments deficits. Re-
alizing that the strength of our export trade
is the foundation upon which this country's
economic leadership in the free world must
be based, our committee concentrated its
study on discovering where our sales abroad
had faltered and why.

We proceeded down the list, commodity by
commodity, and found part of the reason
for our payments deficit in 1959 was the fact
that the United States was buying more iron
and steel, more passenger cars, more textile
products from abroad than it sold abroad.
Yet our net loss of dollars through the ex-
change of such products turned out to ac-
count for only a small fraction of the dra-
matically adverse tilt in the payments scale.
Then we made the discovery that the great-
est single Imbalance arose not from an ex-
change of goods but from an exchange of
people.

One needn’t be an expert in International
trade to know that a dollar spent for the pur-
chase of foreign goods and services repre-
sents, in terms of outflow of currency, an
import, whether it is spent in the United
States or elsewhere. By the same token,
an export oceurs whenever and wherever a
foreigner purchases American goods and
services.

In 1960, Americans spent approximately
$2.2 billion on travel abroad (not including
payments to American carriers), making
forelgn tourism by far our largest single im-
port. In contrast to this, the combined ex-
penditures of foreigners who visited the
United States—Iincluding residents of Can-
ada and Mexico—were only one-half as much,
placing tourism well down on the list of
American exports.

As a result, the current imbalance be-
tween our tourist expenditures and tourist
receipts is over $1.1 billion—nearly one-third
of the entire balance of payments deficit.

Economic self-interest demands positive
measures to help close this “travel gap.” A
prudent sense of international public rela-
tions dictates that this should be accom-
plished by increasing the number of for-
elgners who visit here—not, obviously, by
abridging or inhibiting our own -citizens’
right to journey abroad.

Contrary to the situation which existed
only a few years ago, rising prosperity in
many forelgn countries has put money in the
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pockets of would-be travelers, particularly
in Western Europe. Travel restrictions im-
posed on them by their governments have
been lifted or greatly relaxed. The poten-
tial market for travel to this country, there-
fore, is growing daily.

It was with such thoughts in mind that
several of my Senate colleagues jolned with
me last year in offering legislation to rescue
the foreign visitor from official oblivion by
Initiating this country’s first real travel pro-
motion and facilitation program. Adopted
unanimously by the Senate, the bill was not
acted upon by the House. A similar meas-
ure, Senate bill 610, was agaln enacted by
the upper Chamber in February. At pres-
ent, it is being considered by the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

In his recent message to the Congress on
the problem of the outflow of gold, President
Eennedy called for immediate steps to plan
a program based upon the major provisions
of this proposed legislation. The President
has also written to me personally in sup-
port of the measure which, he agrees, “will
open up a long-neglected channel for im-
proving international understanding, as well
as help our payments problem.”

I am now hopeful that our long endeavors
to bring this program into being will soon
begin to bear frult. We must not assume,
however, that the job of attracting and ac-
commodating a greater number of foreign
visitors can be done overnight, merely by the
passage of this needed legislation. Whether
the United States becomes an international
tourist center depends squarely upon the
continuing efforts and awareness of the
American Government, the American travel
industry, and the American people.

Why do we lag so far behind other nations
in the field of foreign travel and what ob-
stacles must be overcome? Contrary to a
great deal of supposedly expert, and usually
confiicting, opinion, I am convinced that
there is no single answer to this question.
In my judgment there are at least three
major problem areas where positive action
is required. It 1s these three areas toward
which we have directed the pending legis-
lation.

First is our total lack of promotional ac-
tivity abroad. The United States is probably
the only organized soclety on the face of the
globe which does not purposefully advertise
and promote its scenle, cultural, and recrea-
tional attractlons. From Swaziland to
Switzerland to Sweden, governments have
long considered the atiraction of outside
visitors an important and leglitimate func-
tion.

If the governments themselves did not so
consider it, it was only because they could
rely on a chamber of commerce which did.
One need only stroll down Fifth Avenue,
Piccadilly or the Via Veneto and olserve the
colorful and inviting window fronts of tour-
ist bureaus representing countries in every
corner of the world. In some capitals a na-
tion's national travel office is often a bigger
operation than the same country’s local
embassy,

If a U.S. travel office is conspicuous by its
absence in London, Rome, or Paris, the loss
extends far beyond a gquestion of prestige.
Among other activities, these bureaus serve
as points of distribution for loecal travel
agents of pamphlets, guidebooks, and other
promotional materials published by private
and public tourist organizations in the home
country.

Walk into any European travel agency and
you will in all probability be able to find out
the fee on the ski tow at Kitzbuehel, the
price of a meal in some obscure Czecho-
slovak village, and everything you need to
know for a trip to Uzbekistan. But chances
are that the man behind the counter will
not be able to tell you the train fare from
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New York to Chicago and has probably never
even heard of Colorado Springs.

But this is only part of the promotional
void.

A few pages away from the one you are
now reading you will probably find at least
one attractive advertisement beckoning you
to some foreign land, inserted by the govern-
ment-supported tourist office of that coun-
try. Nearly 810 million worth of such ad-
vertising is placed in American newspapers
and magazines every year. Needless to say,
the foreign press has yet to see its first U.S.-
sponsored full-color spread portraying the
galety of Mardi Gras in New Orleans, the
excitement of an Iowa county fair, or the
majestic beauty of Mount Rainier.

If there is any doubt travel advertising
and related promotional activities produce
results, all we need do is to look again at
our own Iinternational travel statistics.
Since 1953, the volume of foreign travel
by our own citizens has exactly doubled.
Our population has certainly not doubled
in that perlod; our economy has not grown
by anywhere near 100 percent, nor have the
levels of disposable personal income. An
increase of this order is obviously not the
result of any lowering in travel costs.

There is, in short, very little that could
explain such a phenomenal burgeoning of
American travel abroad except the skillful
and vigorous efforts of foreign governments
and various international carriers, many of
which are owned by these governments.

Aside from stimulating a broader long-
term flow of visitors to this country, the
program of oversea offices and paid adver-
tising called for in Senate bill 610 would
be invaluable in publicizing our two up-
coming World’s Fairs. The Federal Govern-
ment has devoted many millions of dollars
toward making the New York fair and
Beattle's “Century 21" exposition truly in-
ternational showcases. A fallure to back
up this investment with suitable promotion
abroad would be shortsighted, to say the
very least.

The second major factor inhibiting an in-
flow of tourists to the United States boils
down to a question of geography—the thou-
sands of miles that separate us from our
principal markets for new tourists, plus the
fact that the United States is itself a mighty
big country. New jet aircraft have fortu-
nately overcome these disadvantages so far
as travel time is concerned. But the problem
of travel costs remains as big a hurdle as
ever.

If we are ever to coax our foreign friends
into seeing San Francisco as well as the east
coast, or to lure them to Yellowstone Park as
well as to Miami Beach, something will have
to be done to keep transportation fares, both
to and within the United States, as low as
possible,

One suggestion has been made which de-
serves particularly careful study: the adop-
tion of a flat-rate, limited-period pass by
domestic carriers for exclusive use by bona
fide foreign tourists. Travel-consclous Euro-
pean nations have long offered this money-
saving convenience to American guests in
the form of the famous “Eurail pass.”

So far as international fares are concerned,
significant reductions are bound to come as
the volume of two-way traffic increases. De-
veloping a larger flow of forelgn visitors will
thus serve to benefit the pocketbooks of
American travelers as well.

Finally, we come to the much-discussed
problem of our visa requirements, the third
principal stumbling block in the way of
launching a realistic travel program and the
best example of why I have called the foreign
visitor today’s “forgotten man.” As a matter
of fact, the law presumes he does not even
exist.

SBection 214(b) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act states that “Every alien shall
be presumed to be an immigrant unless he
establishes * * * that he is entitled to non-
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immigrant status * * *.” If the potential
visitor happens to be young and single, or
from a country whose U.S. immigration quota
is oversubscribed, the task of convincing our
officials that he (or she) is a bona fide non-
immigrant may be anything but easy. But
even if he succeeds, he must then go on to
pass all of the tests of admissibility—legal
requirements which were designed with the
immigrant, not the visitor, in mind.

How does this work out in practice?

If a Danish citizen, for example, wants to
visit his brother in Minnesota, he must first
travel to our embassy in Copenhagen, present
his passport, submit photographs, show evi-
dence of his visitor status, fill in the neces-
sary forms and then proceed to satisfy our
consul that he is not feebleminded, a drug
addict, a polygamist, a criminal, a leper, a
professional beggar, or a person liable to be-
come & public charge or who has any im-
moral purpose in coming to the United
States.

There are 31 separate categories of exclud-
able allens and the whole procedure may
take anywhere from a day to a month.

Finally, with visa in hand, our Danish
friend catches his plane, feeling like a Brook-
lyn schoolboy who has just wangled a ticket
to the world series—until he arrives in New
York. Then he discovers that this hard-
won plece of paper is nothing more than a
permit to apply for entry into the United
States.

He must now take on a completely new
branch of our bureaucracy, the Immigration
and Naturalization BService, and satisfy
them, too, of his honesty, morality, and
financial resources. If he is lucky, the in-
spector stamps his passport “Admitted” and
the ordeal is over.

But suppose instead that the brother in
Minnesota decides on a trip to Denmark.
The contrast is almost unbellievable. Never
once does he see the inside of an embassy or
consulate. The first Danish official he en-
counters is at the airport in Copenhagen, a
pleasant fellow who stamps his passport
“Welcome to Denmark” (in English, mind
you), hands him an envelope with a souvenir
medallion and a letter of greeting, and sends
him on his way.

It is a demonstrable fact that the aver-
age Dane, Swiss, Bolivian, or Thai today
finds it much easler to enter Communist
Russia than to get within sight of the Statue
of Liberty. For all our talk about the Iron
Curtain, the unpleasant truth is that when
it comes to international pleasure travel our
own curtain of redtape can be far harder to
penetrate than the Iron.

The Department of State 1s to be com-
mended for its recent abolition of the so-
called “long form” for visitors, thus clearing
away some of this redtape. But that is
only one step in the right direction. Further
administrative improvements to expedite visa
issuance can profitably be made, including
fuller stafing of our consulaies abroad.

It is probably also time to take a long new
look at the law itself. I am constantly
struck by the brevity of our statute on
passport eligibility for Americans, which is
only a few lines long, compared with the
page after page of legal provisions applicable
to friendly tourists. Surely it is just as dam-
aging to the national interest (if not more
80) to have American indigents, prostitutes,
and so forth, displaying our flag abroad as
it is to allow such persons into this country
temporarily from abroad.

Yet we have mnever felt the necessity for
placing endless restrictions on American
tourists, and rightly so. Why, then, should
our foreign visitors present such a different
problem? Legislation looking toward a sim-
plification of the law respecting foreign
visitors has recently been introduced by two
of my colleagues, Senator Jacos JavriTs and
Representative JoEN Linpsay, both of New
York. These measures deserve our careful
consideration.
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Sensible administration of revised visa
laws, plus reasonably lower transport costs,
plus an adequate program of travel promo-
tion abroad should result in a significantly
increased stream of foreign visitors. But
will we be prepared to receive them? More
important than any other aspect of our na-
tional travel program is the care and atten-
tion we give to this question.

Unless we can gear our own tourist in-
dustry—an industry which in a way includes
almost all of us—to an accommodation of
the special requirements of new forelgn
guests, it might be better not to extend the
invitation.

This means more and better packaged
tours, solicitation and accommodation of
speclalized groups of travelers, an end to the
notorious rudeness of baggage handlers and
other service personnel at ports of entry,
sightseeing trips buillt around the needs
and interests of foreign guests, civic and
private hospitality clubs to meet and social-
ize with oversea travelers, more language
proficiency on the part of sightseeing, hotel
and other key industry employees, and many,
many other things. Above all, it means a
general recognition of the importance of as-
suring that each traveler from abroad re-
turns to his home with a higher opinion of
America, her ideals, her institutions and her
people.

The less than $5 million travel program
which the President and we in the Senate
have recommended may never completely
close the travel gap. But it still adds up
to a mighty inexpensive welcome mat for a
nation which prides itself on being a good
neighbor,

A Parliamentary Association for the
American Nations

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. VICTOR L. ANFUSO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, I have
reintroduced a joint resolution, House
Joint Resolution 389, expressing the
sense of Congress that a Pan-American
Parliamentary Association—PAPA—be
established and authorizing the crea-
tion of such an association. This reso-
lution has also been introduced in the
Senate by the Senator from Florida, the
Honorable GEORGE A. SMATHERS.

I feel that the establishment of such
an organization is of paramount im-
portance for the good relations within
this hemisphere, which we all recognize
to be in dire need of strengthening in
these critical times.

All of us are well aware of the need
to establish the greatest possible meas-
ure of understanding, harmony, and co-
operation between the nafions of the
Western Hemisphere. Despite our good
neighbor policy of the past quarter cen-
tury, we know that much resentment
and dissatisfaction with U.S. policy per-
sists in Latin America. Demonstrations
against the United States have occurred
in the past in several of the capitals of
our neighbors to the south; they are
continuing to occur with a persistency
which gives us food for thought that
certain forces are stirring up these anti-
U.S. demonstrations with a specific
purpose in mind.
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The administration has taken cogni-
zance of the situation in Latin America,
and has proposed a new good neighbor
policy streamlined fo meet the needs of
the 1960’s. This new program is a big
step in the right direction. It has been
universally acclaimed, both at home and
abroad, as a logical move.

It is only a first step, however. There
is no need fo discuss in great detail the
reasons for increasing and improving
our relations with the Latin American
nations. They are our closest neighbors.
It is a well-known fact that we have
taken them for granted for too long.
It is regrettable that it toock a Commu-
nist dictatorship only 90 miles from our
own shores to awaken us to this fact.

The truth of the matter is that the
Latin Americans desperately need our
help in their efforts to attain a decent
standard of living; in the exploration
and exploitation of their natural re-
sources; in their economic growth; in
expanding their industry and improving
their agriculture; and, most importantly,
in giving them a feeling of national dig-
nity and importance.

After first suggesting the creation of
a Pan-American Parliamentary Associa-
tion during the 85th Congress, I was
privileged to visit several Latin Ameri-
can countries in late 1958. A full report
of my visit there, as well as my views
and findings, appeared in the CoNGrEs-
sSIONAL RECORD, volume 105, part 1, pages
396-99. The principle of my proposal
was enthusiastically received by the lead-
ers of many of our Latin American neigh-
bors and by our own Department of
State.

Briefly, the resolution being offered by
Senator SmaTHERs and myself calls for
a 12-point program of mutual help and
understanding to be furthered through
the creation of PAPA. This program
would accomplish the following:

First. Create better understanding and
foster closer personal contact among the
elected legislators of the American na-
tions.

Second. Stimulate greater publie
knowledge of, and make more effective,
the Organization of American States—
OAS—and other agencies designed to
promote the best interests of the Ameri-
can nations.

Third. Expand the educational and
scientific exchange programs.

Fourth. Develop closer cultural rela-
tions throughout the hemisphere.

Fifth. Improve trade relations and re-
duce the barriers to trade between coun-
tries in the Western Hemisphere.

Sixth. Encourage large-scale tourism
between the Americas.

Seventh. Help to provide relief in times
of disaster and other emergencies.

Eighth. Seek means to dispose of sur-
plus commodities of all sorts in the vari-
ous countries in order to help their econ-
omies.

Ninth. Help to raise the standard of
living throughout Latin America.

Tenth. Aidin the development of plans
for the sound economic expansion of the
Latin American couniries, including U.S.
public and private investment in their
economic development,

Eleventh. Assist them in the modern-
ization of their agricultural methods.
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Twelfth. Seek solutions to other prob-
lems of common interest and concern to
the countries of the Western Hemi-
sphere.

Thus, the resolution would establish a
Pan-American Parliamentary Associa-
tion to help protect freedom in the
Western Hemisphere, to create better
understanding between the United States
and Latin America, to encourage great-
er economic development, and to pro-
mote closer cultural relations.

The Parliamentarians would seek
through public debate to find legislative
means to bring economic stability to the
member states. They would encourage
and support democratic governments in
giving free expression to the people and
would utilize all efforts to expose Com-
munist influences seeking to establish
satellifes within the Western Hemi-
sphere,

This association would help strengthen
the Organization of American States
just as the NATO Parliamentary Con-
ference is helping to strengthen the
NATO organization, It would be
another bulwark of freedom on this side
of the Atlantie.

At a time when President Eennedy has
enunciated a strong statement of U.S.
policy in regard to the Cuban situation,
the parliamentary organization would
seek to extend this declaration to all of
the American states who are determined
to remain free from communism.

The creation of such an infer-Amer-
ican body comprised of the elected rep-
resentatives of the people would help to
develop a positive and direct people-to-
people approach in our relationship,
treatment, and dealings with our neigh-
bors of the Western Hemisphere.

The resolution proposes the creation
of a parliamentary association, the
membership of which is to be composed
of elected representatives of the various
member governments. PAPA would,
therefore, necessarily bar the member-
ship of Castro’s Cuba which has not had
an election during the time in which
that Communist dictator has been in
power. I am convinced that if popular-
ly elected representatives of the free na-
tions of the Western Hemisphere could
meet in person to discuss problems of
mutual interest, much could be achieved
in the way of better understanding and
more harmonious relationships.

The joint resolution provides for U.S.
participation in the proposed parlia-
mentary organization and the appoint-
ment of 18 Members of Congress, from
both parties, to represent -the United
States at conferences to be held annual-
ly or more often in the different hemi-
spheric capitals.

We must stop taking Latin America
for granted. Experience has demon-
strated, within the past 2 years alone,
that if we are to maintain the traditional
friendship and solidarity between the
nations of our hemisphere, we are going
to have to foster these friendships by
mutual understanding.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely believe that
the joint resolution which I am propos-
ing is the key to such understanding.
Past experience should by now have
made clear o us that we can no longer
afford to put off until tomorrow what
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must be done today. I hope and trust
that the idea of a Pan-American Par-
liamentary Association, as proposed in
House Joint Resolution 389, will soon be-
come a reality.

The Agricultural Situation Is a
Many-Sided Thing

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, the urgent need for enactment
of long-range and forward-looking farm
legislation was emphasized by Agricul-
tural Secretary Orville Freeman when
he testified before the House Agricul-
ture Committee April 24 on the pro-
posed Agricultural Act of 1961. He cited
the current technological explosion in
agriculture and the magnitude of the
storage problem as two of the reasons
why this bill should be enacted into
law as soon as possible. Under leave to
extend my remarks, I would like to in-
clude this portion of his festimony in the
RECORD:

TECHNOLOGICAL EXPLOSION HAS INTENSIFIED
THE FARM PROBLEM

THE URGENCY OF THIS LEGISLATION IS FURTHER
EMPHASIZED BY THE CURRENT TECHNOLOGICAL
EXPLOSION IN AGRICULTURE

The magnitude of the technological revo-
lution in agriculture is too little recognized,
and its consequences—in the present and
for the future—are not sufficlently realized
or understood.

Agricultural efficlency and productivity
have advanced so rapldly during the past
decade that agriculture has tripled its out-
put per hour of labor while industry’s out-
put has only doubled. Output in agricul-
ture increased much more rapidly than the
commercial market increased. During the
1950's farm output increased by 28 percent
while population increased only 19 percent.
Since the domestic demand for food is tied
closely to population changes this means
that supplies have outrun demand. Sup-
plies have pressed against population needs
in the United States and given rise to a con-
stant downward pressure on farm prices.

This increase in output has been accom-
plished with the use of only 2 percent more
resources than were used 10 years ago. The
composition of these resources has changed
sharply, with about one-third less labor and
6 percent less cropland, But the use of ma-
chinery, fertilizers, pesticides, and other
purchased inputs has risen sharply. Overall
efficlency, in terms of output per unit of
input has gone up by 256 percent. These
changes In resource needs have had a sharp
impact on declining farm employment, in-
creased capital requirements, and the de-
creasing opportunity for young people to
enter farming.

This technologleal revolution in agricul-
ture has only just begun. Only a few of
our farmers are using all of the new tech-
nology to the best advantage. Economists
in the Department of Agriculture recently
estimated that a population of 230 million
people in 19756 ecould be provided better
diets, and our export markets readily satis-
fied, from a crop acreage no larger than that
in use just prior to the start of the Conser-
vation Reserve program, simply by using
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presently-known methods of production on

most farms, If all farm production in 1976

were to be carried on with only the best

techniques in use in the late 1950’s, not all

of the cropland acreage now in use would

be needed for food and fiber production.
L] Ld L
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It breaks down to this: If American
farmers are given some assurance of rela-
tively favorable prices and incomes in the
1960’s, and if we provide a sound program
for adjusting our production to that which
can be used, we will have a highly produc-
tive and flexible agricultural plant—one
capable of responding to any foreseeable
food production emergency. This is the kind
of an agriculture we want.

But, in the absence of such a program,
results could be disastrous. What are the
potential consequences?

Farmers could, in the absence of such a
program, use their productive capacity in-
discriminately. In that event, if support
programs were continued, the burden on the
Federal budget would become intolerable,
and the stockpiles of surplus completely un-
manageable. Or—and more likely—the pub-~
lic would refuse to continue such supports,
and prices and incomes would be driven
down so low that results could be catastroph-
ic. Millions of farmers, their incomes de-
pressed below subsistence level, would swell
the ranks of the unemployed, would crowd
already crowded areas of our cities, seeking
jobs. And many of them would be neither
trained for jobs or adjusted to city life. The
economic problem would be complicated by
the social problem.

This is not all. I should like to point out
here how such a development would in the
end be likely to add higher consumer food
prices to its unfortunate results. Further
decline in income for the family farm could
lead to a corporate type agriculture con-
trolled by outside capital. Hired labor would
increasingly replace work done by the farm
operator, and the costs of management, su-
pervision and labor would go up. For one
of the major reasons why the American fam-
ily farm has become the most efficient agri-
cultural producer in history is that the
owner-operator is on hand, to do the work
and to supervise the work. Neither collective
farms nor large corporate landowners are able
to match the efficiency that results.

If low incomes squeeze out all but a few
corporate-type farms, there would doubtless
result the kind of supply control that would
result in high prices, without regard for the
public interest, or the consumer interest, or
interest in our programs to expand the use
of food abroad in the interest of peace and
economic progress.

We deplore the collectivization of farms
in a part of the world, and we would en-
courage land reform In those other areas
where huge landholdings have—like the
Communist collective farms—proved so in-
ferior to our family farm economy. How
ironic it would be if we allowed that family
farm economy, that has proved its superior-
ity socially as well as economically, to be
destroyed for want of the tools it needs to
meet conditions of today.

The family farm in this Nation has reached
& pinnacle of success in its primary func-
tion, the production of an abundance of food
and fiber to meet human needs. It has
made this abundance avallable to the con-
sumers of this nation at a lower real cost
than ever before in history. The consumer
now spends about 20 percent of his dispos-
able personal income for food, as compared
with more than a fourth in 1947. The con-
sumer in America works fewer hours to feed
himeelf and his family than in any other
country. The American public should pay
tribute to the farmer for his contribution
to our standard of llving. Even Khrushchev
pays that tribute. A little over a week ago
he was quoted as saying that the Soviet
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triumph in space “must not detract the
attention of the Soviet people from other
targets, and these include catching up with
the United States in the standard of living.”

To insure our continued superiority in this
fleld in which we have unquestioned leader-
ship, we propose a program that will end the
current paradox in which productive success
has led to economic distress. This happens,
in a large measure, because of the inelasticity
of the human stomach, hence the inelasticity
of the demand for food. A little too much
in the way of food supplies leads to dramatic
farm price declines—hence to a farm income
problem. And a little too little in the way of
food supplies leads to skyrocketing food
prices and a real income squeeze on con-
sumers—this is the food problem so often
encountered in wartime.

L - - L -

In fact, paradoxical as it may seem, these
gyrations and this instability can hurt both
producer and consumer at the same time.
The instability adds to the risk of farming,
and risk always increases costs. And the
uncertainties of economic ups and downs
make for an inefficient use of the productive
plant the farmer has, and which he must
maintain whether prices are good or bad.
This, too, increases costs.

This leads to my final point with regard
to the technological explosion and its effect
on both farmer and consumer. Only if we
put into effect a program that succeeds in
adjusting production to that which we can
use and that at the same time provides a
fair income for the farmer, only if we thus
promote economic and price stability in
agriculture, only then can continued tech-
nological improvements in production be
expected to result in an eventual lowering
of prices to consumers while maintaining
farm incomes. Without such a program the
farmer must pay the cost of risk, and of
inefficient use of his productive plant, as
I have described. Without it he must main-
tain greater financial liguidity than would
otherwise be the case; he must pay more for
credit; he is forced to use older and less
efficient methods than he would otherwise
use.

Supply adjustment programs that serve
to reduce and minimize the extreme and
uncertain price fluctuations in agriculture
would reduce the costs borne by the farmer,
They would mean a galn in production ef-
ficiency, and this in time would mean a
reduction of the per unit cost of produc-
tion. This would really set the stage for
both the maintenance of farm incomes and
an eventual orderly lowering of prices to
consumers, consistent with the march of
technological advance.

The urgency of this legislation is demand-
ed by the magnitude of the storage prob-
lem,

The cost of the storage is so great that
we cannot expect it to be long continued,
This is an immediate and pressing burden.
Eight years ago, agriculture’s house was in
order. Commodity carryovers were at rea-
sonable levels. Producers had no burden-
some surpluses hanging over their heads.

These were the quantities, held in public
and private hands, of principal crops car-
ried over into the marketing year of 1952-
563:

Feed grains: 20.1 million tons which was
18 percent of the amount used in that year.

Wheat: 266 million bushels, or 26 percent
of the amount used in that year.

Cotton: 2.8 million bales, or 22 percent of
the amount used in that year.

The coming marketing year confronts us
with a different picture:

Feed grain stocks will be around 84 million
tons, or half of a year's needs. Over 85 per-
cent will be Government owned or under
CCC loans.

Wheat stocks next July 1 will amount to
about 113 billion bushels, or more than a
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year’s expected domestic and export needs.
About 80 percent will be under CCC loan or in
CCC inventory. Cotton stocks, at 714, million
bales, largely in private hands, will be down
sharply from recent highs, but almost 3 times
as large as in 1952.

The growth of feed grain and wheat stocks
did not occur overnight.

Feed graln stocks have increased in every
year since 1952, as a result of excessive pro-
duction. Wheat stocks have increased in 6
years out of 9.

How can we convey the magnitude of the
storage problem?

Taxpayers should know that Government
costs of carrying and handling commodity
stocks have risen from $238 million in fiscal
1953 to $1 billlon in the current fiscal year.
These costs include storage, transportation,
and interest. The CCC investment in price
support at the end of this fiscal year will be
about $8.6 billlon. Wheat and feed grains
will account for 87 percent of this.

We must face the problem of working down
these large stocks. As long as they exist,
they pose a threat to markets and to price
stability that extends beyond these com-
modities to the livestock industry.

We cannot reduce stocks as long as the
supplies that come out of inventories are
more than replaced from excess current pro-
duction. Each recent year has added an
average of 7 million tons of feed grains to
stocks. Annual additions of wheat have
been about 130 million bushels. We cannot
expect to reduce CCC inventories until we
have the legislation and programs that will
effectively adjust production below total
annual needs. This is a major goal of legis-
lation here proposed.

Land-Grant Colleges: A Continuing Step
Toward Education for All

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, un-
der leave to extend my remarks in the
Recorp, I include the following because
I strongly believe in the benefits that
can be derived from higher education
for all of our qualified citizens. I ap-
peared before the Select Subcommittee
on Education on April 13, 1961, to speak
in favor of H.R. 4386, which provides for
continuing education programs stem-
ming from colleges and universities. I
hope my colleagues will find the remarks
that follow of interest:

STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE JAMES ROOSE-
VELT, oF CALIFORNIA, o H.R. 4386, BEFORE
THE SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION,
APRIL 13, 1961

Mr. Chairman, it is my great pleasure to
appear before your committee and support
the bill H.R. 4386, providing for continuing
education programs stemming from colleges
and universities.

As has been made clear, the purpose of this
bill is to establish a publicly supported pro-
gram of general education, to be operated by
State universities and land-grant colleges.

I know of few greater challenges in the
educational field than those sought to be
met and fulfilled by the bill. Technical and
social change is occurring in our time at an
astonishing pace. Economic and social prob-
lems are becoming increasingly complex with
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the issue of automation adding its own fuel
to this problem.

On the international scene we are wit-
nessing as never before the greatest possible
challenges to our democratic form of gov-
ernment. The effectiveness of our leader-
ship in the years to come will be measured in
part by the degree to which we solve our na-
tional problems; and the democratic manner
in which these problems are met,

The growing importance of education and
the changing relationship of government
to education was clearly restated in the now
famous school desegregation cases, decided
May 17, 1954, in the following language by
a unanimous Supreme Court:

“In approaching this problem we cannot
turn the clock back to 1868 when the
amendment was adopted, or even to 1806
when Plessy v. Ferguson was written. We
must consider public education in the light
of its full development and its present place
in American life throughout the Nation.
Only in this way can it be determined if
segregation in public schools deprives these
plaintiffs of the equal protection of the
laws.

“Today, education is perhaps the most
important function of State and local gov-
ernments. Compulsory school-attendance
laws and the great expenditures for edu-
cation both demonstrate our recognition of
the importance of education to our demo-
cratic soclety. It is required in the per-
formance of our most basic public responsi-
bilities, even service in the Armed Forces.
It is the very foundation of good cltizen-
ship. Today it is a prinecipal intrument in
awakening the child to cultural values, in
preparing him for later professional train-
ing, and in helping him to adjust normally
to his environment. In these days, it is
doubtful that any child may reasonably be
expected to succeed in life if he is denied
the opportunity of an education. Such an
opportunity, where the State has under-
taken to provide it, is a right which must
be made available to all on equal terms.”

From the earliest days of the Republic
the Federal Government has made grants
of land or funds to States to assist them
in carrying out certain services that are
“clothed with a natlonal Interest.”

One hundred years ago, Congress began
its support of State land-grant colleges and
universities. In the colonial days higher
education in this country was avallable
only in a few institutions, such as Harvard,
Yale, and Willlam and Mary. These insti-
tutions at different times were subject to
varying degrees of public control, but were
essentially private. After the Revolutionary
War the States began to organize univer-
sities as publicly controlled institutions.
They were not essentially different from the
privately controlled ones which by that time
had grown relatively strong and were set-
ting the pace for the development of col-
legiate education throughout the country.

During the first half of the 18th century
the two types of colleges and universities,
publicly and privately controlled, developed
side by side. Both were greatly influenced
naturally by the European universities of
which their leading professors were com-
monly products. But these European uni-
versities were organized to serve a soclety
not predominantly democratic. University
education was for the lelsure classes, the
government leaders, and members of the
professions.

The American institutions, functioning
in somewhat the same fashion, maintained
chiefly the classical and professional cur-
ricula. They made only slight adaptations
to the needs of a pioneer people. A study
of such fields as agriculture and the me-
chanic arts was beneath their academic
dignity.

The mild protest against this too exclu-
sively classical type of college and univer-
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sity, grew into a widespread agitation by
the middle of the 19th century. Agricul-
tural socleties in many States were Insist-
ing that there must be available colleges
where agriculture could be studied. The
already established colleges and universities
remained largely uninfinenced, however, by
this agitation. Hence, during the 1850's the
Congress debated the issue and finally
passed the Morrill Act of 1859. President
Buchanan vetoed it essentially on the
ground that it was In violation of the tradi-
tional policy of the Federal Government
which had up to that time left the control
of education to the States. In 1862 the
Morrill Act was agaln passed and was signed
by President Lincoln,

The fundamental purpose of the Morrill
Act was to insure the development in each
State of at least one college adapted to the
educational needs of the agricultural and
industrial classes. Without too much re-
gard to the academic traditions which
largely controlled the colleges and univer-
sities of the time, these new institutions,
to be known as land-grant colleges, were
to afford a type of education which would
foster the development of agriculture and
the mechanic arts. Each State was left to
decide whether this new college should be
made a part of an already existing institu-
tion (commonly the State university) or
whether it should be a completely separate
institution. By the time 48 BStates were
admitted into the Union, more than a score
of them had developed both a State uni-
versity and a land-grant college or univer-
sity on separate campuses, usually under
separate boards of control. A number of
States which established separate land-
grant institutions have in recent decades
joined their State universities and their
land-grant colleges or universities under
single boards in their efforts to coordinate
the programs of the two institutions in a
given State. A few BStates, notably New
York, New Jersey, Delaware, and Pennsyl-
vania, utilize as land-grant institutions,
universities with varying degrees of private
control.

Thus has grown up a system of colleges
and universities managed by each State but
conforming to certain broad policy stipula-
tions of Federal law. The Federal support
contemplated in the initial Morrill Act was
to be the income from public land (30,000
acres for each Representative and Senator
in Congress or equivalent in scrip) made
avallable in each State. The State was ex-
pected to contribute to the maintenance of
its land-grant Institution as well as to pro-
vide its buildings.

From this modest beginning the Federal
Government has expanded its contributions
to the land-grant colleges and universities.
Recognizing the need for research as a basis
for developing agriculture, the Congress
passed the Hatch Act in 1887 setting up in
the land-grant institutions the system of
agricultural experiment stations. In 1880
the second Morrill Act was passed supple-
menting by direct appropriation the income
from the land grants for instruction. In
1914 the Smith-Lever Act was passed estab-
lishing the system of cooperative extension
services to bring to adults the benefits of
current developments in the fleld of agricul-
ture. Thus, over a period of little more than
half a century these institutions, designed to
foster a program of education suited to the
needs of the agricultural and industrial
classes, had been established on a founda-
tion of research, and encompassed a program
for both the youth of the campus and the
adult population throughout the rural areas
of the State.

Throughout the recent decades numerous
acts have been passed expanding the scope
and increasing the support of all three as-
pects of their programs—research, campus
instruction, and extension education. Now
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in addition to the income from the original
land grants the appropriations of Federal
funds to aid the States in the maintenance
of the land-grant institutions amount to
more than $300 million annually.

These funds are distributed to the States
on a variety of bases. Some funds go in
equal amounts to all States, some to the
States on the basis of their farm popula-
tions, etc. The funds for campus instruc-
tion are distributed and administered by the
U.8. Department of Health, Education, and
‘Welfare, Office of Education. The funds for
experiment stations and extension educa-
tion are distributed and administered by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

These land-grant institutions have broad-
ened the base of higher education bringing
it within the interest and attainment of
vastly larger numbers of people than would
otherwise have been reached. The whole
realm of higher education in this country,
and to a lesser degree even in some other
countries, has been profoundly influenced
by the developments of the land-grant col-
leges and universities in popularizing higher
education. They have demonstrated the
partnership of the Federal and State gov-
ernments in the maintenance of a system
of higher education which is designed to
fulfill Federal, State, and local needs. They
have spread widely the concept that higher
education is something in which all the
people have a stake. They have, therefore,
a place of deep affection in the hearts
of the people. They are growing in strength
and influence with each passing decade.

As the committee knows, the present bill
carries an annual basic appropriation of
$20,000 to each State. Additionally there
is authorized the sum of $8 million to be
divided among the several States on a popu-
lation basis; with the securing of its share
of funds of the latter amount being based
upon the State providing equal matching
sums.

This, Mr. Chairman, raises in my mind a
very serious and pressing problem, to which
I would respectfully like to direct the at-
tention and study of this committee.

As 1 emphasized earlier, any discussion
of Federal responsibility in the field of edu-
cation necessitates a consideration of Fed-
eral responsibility in ecivil rights. I would
like to conclude therefore with a discussion
of the National Government’s responsibility
in insuring equality under the law in afford-
ing educational opportunity.

As I stated before Subcommittee No. 6
of the House Committee on the Judiciary on
March 11, 1959, in support of the Civil Rights
Act of 1959, I think we are all very much
aware that the challenge in this fast-moving
20th century is to bring social progress up
to scientific, technological, and material
progress. This has always been, down
through the centuries, the real and over-
riding challenge to mankind. And the grave
internal and external pressures that face this
Natlon today further emphasize the need for
perfecting our democratic institutions
through a recognition that social progress—
and certainly implementation of civil rights
is part and parcel of such progress—is an
indigenous ingredient in democratic con-
cepts and institutions.

In the Morrill Act of 1890 the Congress
included a clause requiring that land-grant
colleges make no distinction of race or color
in admission requirements. It was fur-
ther provided that “no money shall be pald
out under this act to any State or Territory
for the support and maintenance of any
college where a distinction of race or color
is made in the admission of students, but
the establishment and maintenance of such
colleges separately for white and colored
students shall be held to be a compliance
with the provisions of this act if the funds
received in such State or territory be equi-
tably divided as hereinafter set forth.” In
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consequence of this authorization, 17 of the
States have maintained separate land-grant
colleges for Negroes.

It is a sad commentary that a program
adapted to meet the educational needs of
the agricultural and industrial classes should
have resulted in a greater disparity between
an advantaged majority and a disadvantaged
minority of our citizenry.

I feel therefore, Mr. Chairman, that it is
a pertinent inquiry by this commitiee to
examine this important matter, for it appears
to me that all land-grant institutions should
open their resident instructions to all quali-
fied students immediately. I should note,
however, that some corrective action is now
underway; and that through administra-
tion of these programs certain of these dis-
crepancies can be rectified.

I am very grateful, Mr. Chalrman, for the
opportunity of appearing before this dis-
tinguished committee and supporting a bill
and a farsighted program which should pro-
vide educational benefits for all our citl-
Zens,

St. Patrick’s Day

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 26, 1961

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, by leave
previously obtained, I insert in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD an address I delivered
in Cleveland on March 17—St. Patrick’s
Day:

ST. PATRICK'S DAY

On this feast of St. Patrick, the patron
saint of the Irish, we pay homage to our
patron saint. We refresh in our minds and
hearts the memory of him and of his labors,
and catch, if we can, some spark of the love
and faith which produced such labors, such
fidelity, such zeal in the saint himself, and
in the whole Irish nation which followed
his footsteps.

From the days of gentle St. Patrick, who
brought the light of Christianity to a land
even in those pagan days, a clvilized natlon,
to our present time, the Irish race has played
a part in world history out of all proportion
to thelr comparatively small numbers. When
Christian civilization was all but destroyed
by the barbarian invasion of other days,
Ireland became the sanctuary and refuge of
learning and culture.

The Irish always had a genius for spiritual
values. In their entire history they have
opposed the false philosophies of materialism
which have often distorted men's sense of
proportion.

It is more than 1,600 years since Patrick,
captured by pagan Irish, was brought to Ire-
land to work as a shepherd tending flocks on
the hillsides. Most of you know the story of
Patrick—the long nights on the hillsides he
spent, pondering on the pagan blindness of
the splendid race of the Gael who were his
captors and knew not Christ; the dreams he
dreamt that he might one day bring to them
the gift of God’s grace and the sweetness of
His love; his escape, and the long years of
study in the seminaries of the continent;
his consecration and his return again as
bishop to Ireland; the long years of mission-
ary labors among princes and people the
length and breadth of the Emerald Isle.

On this feast day of St. Patrick, the patron
eaint of the Irish, there is great rejoicing in
the Christian world. It is also a day for
serious reflection on the life and times of
St. Patrick and the spiritual values which he
brought to Western civilization.
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Today Western civilization is in a state
of profound doubt. This once dynamic way
of life Is now gripped with instabilities,
fears, and uncertainties concerning the
future. From within and from without, the
timeless values which mark the character
of the Western World are under assault.

The new barbarian has already breached
the outer ramparts of our civilization. He
has cast the heaviest of chains upon millions
of people who have the right to claim a
common heritage with us. At this hour he
stands without our very gates, awaiting
the moment when we shall hesitate or falter
in our defenses, thence to strike us a
mortal blow. But history has a manner of
repeating itself.

Fifteen centuries ago another clvilization
was put to the test by destroying forces
from within and without. The great Roman
Empire then represented a way of life guld-
ing the affalrs of most of the known world.
From within, the Roman Empire had be-
come soft and purposeless, materialism and
the pursuit of creature satisfaction had been
eating away at the very heart of the civiliza-
tion. From without barbarian tribes were
battering at the walls of the empire, con-
temptuous of the once vaunted power and
glory of the Roman leaders. And Rome fell,
the victim of its own weakness, its unwill-
ingness to change from within In order to
meet the challenge of the barbarian assault
from without.

It was at this crossroads in history that
a young man, a former slave and later to be
known as St. Patrick, was leaving his in-
delible mark upon the Irish people. BSo
deep was his spiritual mark upon the once
wild and war-like tribes of Ireland that it
was not long before bands of his followers
left the Emerald Isle to lift the curtain of
spiritual darkness which had descended
upon all of Europe after the fall of the
Roman Empire. The barbarian hordes which
flooded over most of known Europe brought
nothing with them except power, brutality,
despotism, and the pagan code of might
makes right. St. Patrick and his teachings
thus became the spiritual liberators of
Europe, following a long period of darkness.

There are many signs today which indicate
that Western clvilization may be following
the old roads of the Roman Empire—the
roads to internal collapse. And the United
States 1s no exception to this trend. The
spiritual and moral values which brought
greatness to our country have been pushed
into the background. New and unbecoming
standards and moral values seem to occupy
a dominant role in our national affairs. Ma-
terial values and creature comforts are the
order of the day. Personal success is all too
frequently measured by the external evi-
dences of material wealth. By one common
standard you are judged to be successful if
you own a large rambling home in suburbia,
two cars, and a private swimming pool.
Thus the criteria for attaining success em-
phasizes what you have been able to get out
of your fellow man—not what you have done
for your fellow man.

To put it another way, it is sald that we
are living in the organization age and that
the organization man is the key to 20th cen-
tury success. Now who is the organization
man? He is the man who can come closest
to behaving like a well oiled machine, built
to perform a special, but limited, function.
His job Is not to think but to follow out
standard operating procedures. He must be
impersonal and detached. Success is deter-
mined by the fewest possible mistakes re-
flected in his personnel record and the few-
est possible mistakes urge the organization
man to become a rigid conformist. Such a
system drains the individual character from
man, thwarts the creative initiative of the
individual and produces a mediocrity which
hinders progress.

The organization age also produces im-
personal policles and the impersonal ap-
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proach in business and government. The
individual becomes little more than a num-
ber. In another sense, the people subjected
to this system become a faceless mass, to be
manipulated and moved about not unlike
puppets on a string.

At this moment of economic crisis at home
we witness the degrading results, in terms
of human values, brought on by the organ-
ization age. The unemployed, for example,
are nothing but numbers to be jostled about
in public announcements every month or so.
These numbers become cold and meaning-
less even when they increase in volume with
each passing month. But behind each of
these numbers is a human being and in most
cases a family, the baslc unit of Western
clvilizatlon. Through overreliance upon
numbers, charts, and statistics, a common
evil of the organization age, the human
factor is submerged. A coldness grips our
civilization. The harsh facts of life which
move thinking people to action are dis-
guised by statistics.

It is little wonder then that our public
life 1s gripped by doubts and uncertainties.
We have strayed a long way from our begin-
nings. We must not become victims of a
system which would make our people a face-
less mass.

These signs and many more move me to
conclude that we shall not withstand the
barbarian assault from without if we do not
undertake immediate and far-reaching re-
forms from within. This is the lesson we
must learn from the hard judgment of his-
tory.

We hear on all sides that we live in a rev-
olutionary era, that old values have lost
their purpose and that even the language
we use in expressing these values has lost
its impact upon the minds of people. It
would do us well to remember on this oc-
casion when we celebrate the feast day of
our patron saint that St. Patrick in his
tlme taught a revolutionary belief. It was
revolutionary because St. Patrick worked
upon the then pagan tribes of Ireland. He
taught that man—every man—possessed an
individual dignity conferred upon him by
God his creator, and that from this dignity
came certain rights which were the birth-
right of every man. So revolutionary were
these teachings that they soon converted
the entire Emerald Isle.

What St. Patrick taught remains the issue
of our time. That issue, stripped of all the
confusion which now attends it, can be
stated very simply. It is the dignity of man,
with all that it implies down through the
ages of man’s experiences and aspirations.
The enemy from without boldly proclaims
that man has no dignity, that man is no
more than an animal, simply an economic
being who will be happy and contented if
his physical needs are met. Believing this,
the new barbarian feels free to visit all sorts
of indignities and inhumanities upon all
those who fall under his ruthless rule.

By turning to the life and times of St.
Patrick we find the answers to the doubts
which beset us, the uncertainties and fears
which grip our daily lives. St. Patrick had
many virtues in a full lifetime of great ac-
complishments, but these, in passing review,
would serve well our present needs.

Conviction: St. Patrick believed., He made
a commitment to spread the message of
Christ and his teachings and thus to bring
enlightment to his fellow man. Nothing
could dissuade him from these beliefs—
right was right and wrong was wrong, and
there was no in-between in his code of moral
values. In our times much of the public
thinking 1s gray In character. That ls, it 1s
somewhere at the midpoint between right
and wrong, a position which fails conviction
and commitment.

A magnificent persistence: St. Patrick pos-
sessed a single purpose. He could not be
diverted from his course. He refused to ac-
cept defeat and never turmed his back on



1961

discouraging experiences. Nor did he ever
tire of the dally burdens he bore.

Selfless devotion to his cause: St. Patrick
was never mindful of material gain and was
concerned only with what he could give to
his beloved Irish people. Disdaining physi-
cal comforts, his greatest happiness was
found in living the spiritual ideals of
Christendom. How different this is from
what we see on all sides today, a spirit of
selfishness and pursuit of worldly goods has
become a career for too many.

A doer of the word: St. Patrick was first a
teacher, but always taught best by personal
example and work in his daily life, and his
personal example inspired others to believe
and to live the good Christian life, He was
a doer of the word.

Fearless courage: St. Patrick went among
the barbarian tribes of Ireland without the
slightest trace of fear and this at a time
when the hearty Irish people were inclined
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to indenture at hard labor all strangers who
came into their midst. He entered the high
temple of the Druids on command to come
forward and present his case—mindful that
certain death awaited his failure to con-
vince them of his bellefs. The strength of
St. Patrick’s fearless courage was endless.

A sense of destiny: St. Patrick knew that
he was not born to vegetate and then die like
the flowers of early spring. His was a mis-
sion ordained among men, and the fulfill-
ment of that mission was his destiny. Con-
scious always of the immortality of his soul,
he instituted a sense of high destiny into
his beloved Irish flock. This sense of high
destiny has gripped the Irish in every gen-
eration. It is this sense of destiny which
brings greatness to a people and which has
moved our country to its present station
among the nations of the world.

As we face the perplexing problems of our
time, charting a course to withhold the en-
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emy from without, we must revitalize our
civilization from within. What better guid-
ance could we have than the lessons learned
from the life and times of St. Patrick, Noth-
ing could more quickly transform Western
civilization to its former dynamic status.
Accepting these virtues of St. Patrick, and
adopting them into our daily lives, we need
have no fear of the enemy from without,
and may take comfort in the knowledge that
this would soon eliminate the dangers from
within our public life. But nothing less
shall shelter us from the days of trial that
lie ahead. We, in our times, are called upon
to prove our faith in those timeless values
and principles of Western civilization, Re-
Joicing in the glorious heritage handed down
to us, by the good St. Patrick, we can face
the future in the certain knowledge that
these evil times shall pass and our way of
life will have proved its worth in the test.

SENATE

TraURsSDAY, APRIL 27, 1961

The Senate met at 12 o'clock merid-
ian, and was called to order by the Pres-
ident pro tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer.

Father of our life, Fountain of our
being, we thank Thee for the light of
Thy countenance which illumines even
drab days with eternal splendor. With-
out that light we walk in darkness;
without Thee as guide our boasted prog-
ress but leads to the quagmires of futil-
ity and oblivion; without Thee our
science but whets the sword to a sharper
edge and destroys us with our own
wheels and wings; without Thee com-
merce cannot save us for selfish trade
but lifts the hunger of covetousness to
a higher pitch; without Thee even edu-
cation cannot redeem us, for we see now
that the mere sharpening of the intel-
lect, the massing of facts and figures,
may but fit men to be tenfold more
masterful in the awful art of slaughter.

In this day of crisis in our national
life may we not miss the way. Shatter
our delusions, shine through our blind-
ness, shame our materialism, and,
through our shared blood and sweat
and tears as we defend the things that
have made our America great, bring us
at last to a common victory for the
inalienable rights of all men every-
where.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer's
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
April 24, 1961, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the Untied States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that

on April 24, 1961, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

S.178. An act for the relief of Michael J.
Collins;

5.278. An act to amend title IT of the
Vocational Education Act of 1946, relating to
practical nurse training, and for other pur-
poses;

5.208. An act for the relief of Earl H.
Pendell,

8.900. An act to provide for the striking
of medals in commemoration of the two
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the
founding of Mohile, Ala.;

5.12956. An act to authorize the use of
funds arising from a judgment in favor of
the Nez Perce Tribe of Indians, and for other
purposes;

B8.1297. An act to authorize the payment
of per diem to members of the Indian Arts
and Crafts Board at the same rate that is
authorized for other persons serving the
Federal Government without compensation;
and

8. 1208. An act to permit the Secretary of
the Interior to revoke in whole or in part the
school and agency farm reserve on the Lac
du Flambeau Reservation.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1961, RELATING TO THE SECURI-
TIES AND EXCHANGE COMMIS-
SION—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith Reorganization
Plan No. 1 of 1961, prepared in accord-
ance with the Reorganization Act of
1949, as amended, and providing for re-
organization in the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.

This Reorganization Plan No. 1 of
1961 follows upon my message of April
13, 1961, to the Congress of the United
States. It is believed that the taking
effect of the reorganizations included in
this plan will provide for greater effi-
ciency in the dispatch of the business
oif the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion.

The plan provides for greater flexi-
bility in the handling of the business
before the Commission, permitting its

disposition at different levels so as bet-
ter to promote its efficient dispatch.
Thus matters both of an adjudicatory
and regulatory nature may, depending
upon their importance and their com-
plexity, be finally consummated by divi-
sions of the Commission, individual
Commissioners, hearing examiners, and,
subject to the provisions of section 7(a)
of the Administrative Procedure Act of
1946 (60 Stat. 241), by other employees.
This will relieve the Commissioners from
the necessity of dealing with many mat-
ters of lesser importance and thus con-
serve their time for the consideration of
major matters of policy and planning.
There is, however, reserved to the Com-
mission as a whole the right to review
any such decision, report or certification
either upon its own initiative or upon
the petition of a party or intervenor
demonstrating to the satisfaction of the
Commission the desirability of having
the matter reviewed at the top level.

Provision is also made, in order to
maintain the fundamental bipartisan
concept explicit in the basic statute
creating the Commission, for mandatory
review of any such decision, report or
certification upon the vote of a majority
of the Commissioners less one member.

Inasmuch as the assignment of dele-
gated functions in particular cases and
with reference to particular problems to
divisions of the Commission, to Com-
missioners, to hearing examiners, to em=-
ployees and boards of employees must
require continuous and flexible handling,
depending both upon the amount and
nature of the business, that function is
placed in the Chairman by section 2 of
the plan.

By providing sound organizational ar-
rangements, the taking effect of the
reorganizations inecluded in the accom-
panying reorganization plan will make
possible more economical and expedi-
tious administration of the affected
functions. It is, however, impracticable
to itemize at this time the reductions of
expenditures which it is probable will be
brought about by such taking effect.

After investigation, I have found and
hereby declare that each reorganization
included in the reorganization plan
transmitted herewith is necessary to ac-
complish one or more of the purposes set
forth in section 2(a) of the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1949, as amended.
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